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INTRODUCTION 
The development of student personnel work has changed considerably 
since American higher education came into being. According to William­
son and Biggs (1975, p. 35) "... Leonard (1956) contended that SPW 
thus originated as problem-oriented and problem-centered relationships 
with very young students as early as the 17th century in Colonial Amer­
ica. . . . The Handlins (1970) have delineated the complicated transi­
tion of collegiate discipline of students' relationships in American 
culture from rural to urban and from parental delegation of faculty 
control of behavior to the several student movements for autonomy." 
The most significant changes in student personnel work have occurred 
in the last twenty-five years. 
Johnson (1970) suggested some recent forces which have brought stu­
dent personnel work and the total campus concept of education to their 
present position. These included; 
1. Extension c£ the philosophy of equal educational opportunity 
for all to include higher education. 
2. A higher standard of living and technology demanding greater 
skill. 
3. A heterogeneous student body in most institutions of higher 
education representing differences in abilities, aptitudes, 
goals, cultural backgrounds, socioeconomic levels. 
4. The increasing accumulation of knowledge which has produced 
diversified curricula and encouraged greater specialization. 
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5. "The acceptance almost universally that all education does 
not take place in the classroom, which has become an impor­
tant rationale for programs of student personnel services 
and student development" (p. 7). 
Student personnel writers including Austin (1977), Brown (1972), 
Chickering (1969), Cross (1976), Feldman and Newcomb (1969), Freedman 
(1967), Handlin and Handlin (1970), Heath (1968), Katz et al. (1969), 
Perry (1970), and Trent and Medsker (1969) believed that institutions 
of higher education in the United States do not exist solely to provide 
students with information, knowledge and content in vocational, aca­
demic and professional fields. Today, higher education is concerned 
with the total development of the students and the need to integrate 
student services goals and activities with the academic experiences of 
the students. This integration is becoming increasingly important as 
higher education becomes more accessible to students of diverse back­
grounds, thereby presenting new challenges to all concerned with higher 
education. Personal growth and development of each student is one of 
the primary goals of higher education (Sanford, 1952). The Hazen Founda­
tion (1968, pp. 64-65) stated that "We are convinced that the 
knowledge of human development from the behavioral sciences now makes 
possible a wider vision of what the school can accomplish and of more 
effective ways of teaching. American higher education has not paid 
enough attention to human development as a part of its mission, and the 
time has come for this neglect to end—in the name of better education." 
Unless the college or university accepts the responsibility to develop 
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the total human personality of the student all other efforts will be 
only partially successful. Every institution of higher education should 
offer its full resources to assist every student in becoming a mature 
whole person. 
Sandeen (1976, p. 136) said, "Some student services programs, es­
pecially on large campuses, have contributed to the perception that the 
university is 'just another bureaucracy' and that there is no real con­
nection between one part of the campus and another. Counseling services, 
financial aid offices, and placement programs are too frequently iso­
lated from academic departments, and faculty have little knowledge of 
these services. . . . Institutions should make strenuous efforts to 
integrate student services and academic programs." 
Faculty, administrative staff, and student personnel staff can 
jointly provide for the growth and development of students by working 
as a cohesive team. 
According to Chandler (1973, p. 392), 
Since World War II there appear to be two identifiable 
trends relating to the administration of student affairs. The 
first is exemplified by the writings of such authors as Wrenn 
(1952), Mueller (1961), and Williamson (1961) which set forth 
a framework for student personnel work based on the student 
personnel point of view. Three assumptions regarding students 
are the foundation for this viewpoint: (a) individual differ­
ences among students are anticipated; (b) the student is con­
ceived of and treated as a functioning whole person; and (c) 
teaching, counseling, activities, and other organized educa­
tional efforts start frcan where the student is and not where 
the institution would prefer the student to be in development, 
... A second trend is of more recent origin and is frequently 
labeled student development. 
Recently, student personnel staffs have been recmmending a stu­
dent development approach to services which Miller and Prince (1976) 
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have defined as "the application of human development concepts in post 
secondary settings so that every one involved can master increasingly 
complex developmental tasks, achieve self direction and become inter­
dependent." Erikson (1968) believed that human development can be de­
scribed within the framework of life stages. Each life stage is charac­
terized by developmental tasks, those major learnings, adjustments and 
achievements that face all individuals in a given society and which must 
be mastered for the continuation of optimal development. Chickering 
(1969) said that attention should be focused on the following develop­
mental tasks: developing autonomy, interpersonal relations and purpose 
in life to describe and define the human development process. 
Chandler (1973, p. 392) said, "Student personnel work often finds 
itself in a service station role with the staff waiting for customers 
and reacting to their needs; whereas student development is viewed as a 
preventive, provocative collaborative role with the staff moving out­
ward." 
A profound and important difference between student services and 
student development is made by Cross (1975, p. 15), "Offering student 
services that are useful and desired and even necessary is not the same 
thing as offering programs deliberately designed to help students know 
who they are and what they wish they are, and what they wish to be and 
do in this life." 
Before the university community addresses the whole issue of stu­
dent development as it relates to the total university program, informa­
tion is needed concerning existing student personnel programs and the 
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way in which they are perceived by students, faculty, and administrators. 
Student Personnel Services at Iowa State University 
Prior to 1967, student personnel services at Ima State University 
were decentralized with different services having different administra­
tive accountabilities. In May, 1966, the North Central Association of 
Colleges and Secondary Schools reported on this administrative split as 
"being divisive and with potential for serious problems in administra­
tive and student relationships" (In Iowa State University, 1975). A 
committee was then formed by President W. Robert Parks to study the 
organization and operation of student services at Iowa State University. 
The committee recommended a centralized student personnel program under 
a Vice-President for Student Affairs and on July 1, 1967 the position of 
Vice-President of Student Affairs was established with the following 
offices placed administratively under the Office of Student Affairs: The 
Office of Admissions and Records; The Department of Residence; The Dean 
of Students Office, including Student Financial Aids and The Office of 
Foreign Student and Visitor Services (now The Office of International 
Educational Services); The Office of Student Life; The Student Counsel­
ing Service; The Student Health Service; The Student Affairs Research 
Office. In 1973 The Office of Minority Student Programs wes also estab­
lished. 
In November, 1977 further reorganization occurred with the Dean of 
Student Life replacing The Dean of Students. This change of title was 
initiated for the purpose of providing a more specific mission (educa­
tion programming) for the Office of Student Life and as a result of 
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transferring The Director of the Office of International Educational 
Services and The Director of the Office of Student Financial Aids to 
the Vice-President of Student Affairs. 
Definition of Terms 
Little research has been done at Iowa State University with regard 
to the way in which existing student personnel services are perceived by 
students, faculty, and administrators. The author has attempted to in­
vestigate this area.^ 
For the purpose of this study Student Personnel Services/Student 
Affairs are defined as services other than classroom instruction which 
are provided at Iowa State University. These include Admissions and 
Records, Counseling Services, Health Services, Housing and Food Services, 
Student Activities, Disciplinary Services, Financial Aid Services, Place­
ment Services, Special Services, and Minority and International Student 
Services. Students are defined as sophomores, juniors, and seniors in 
the Colleges of Agriculture, Education, Engineering, Home Economics, 
Science and Humanities and Students in the first four years in The 
College of Veterinary Medicine. Faculty are defined as those staff mem­
bers with the rank of instructor, assistant professor, associate profes­
sor, and professors who are actively engaged in teaching, research or 
extension. Administrators are defined as academic administrators, those 
holding rank in one of the six colleges of the university. Nonacademic 
administrators (e.g.. Director of The Physical Plant), The President, 
^This research was approved by the University Human Subjects Review 
Committee, Iowa State IMiversity. 
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Vice-Presidents, Assistant Vice-Presidents, Assistants to the Vice-
Presidents, and Student Personnel Administrators are not included in 
the study. 
Objectives of This Study 
The objectives of this study are: 
1. To obtain information about students, faculty and admin­
istrators' perceptions of the importance of ten areas 
of student personnel services at Iowa State University, their 
evaluation of the performance in the ten areas of student ser­
vices at Iowa State University and their perceptions of exist­
ing provisions for accomplishing services in the ten areas of 
student personnel services at Iowa State University. 
2. To examine the differences among students, faculty, and admin­
istrators in terms of their perceptions of importance, evalua­
tion of performance, and perceptions of existing provisions 
for acccniplishing the ten areas of student personnel services 
at Iowa State University. 
3. To examine the differences among sophomore, junior, and senior 
students in terms of their perceptions of importance, evalua­
tion of performance and perceptions of existing provisions for 
accomplishing the ten areas of student personnel services at 
Iowa State University. 
4. To examine the differences among academic ranks of faculty in 
terms of their perceptions of importance, evaluation of 
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performance and perceptions of existing provisions for accom­
plishing the ten areas of student personnel services at Iowa 
State University. 
Hypotheses 
The following hypotheses have been made with regard to the research: 
1. There will be no differences among students, faculty, and admin­
istrators within Colleges in terms of the perceptions of impor­
tance, evaluation of performance, and perceptions of existing 
provisions for accomplishing each of the ten areas of student 
personnel services at Iowa State University. 
2. There will be no differences among sophomores, juniors and se­
niors within Colleges in terms of their perceptions of impor­
tance, evaluation of performance and perceptions of existing 
provisions for accomplishing each of the ten areas of student 
personnel services at Iowa State University. 
3: There will be no differences among academic ranks within 
Colleges in terms of the perceptions of importance, evalua­
tion of performance and perceptions of existing provisions for 
accomplishing each of the ten areas of student personnel ser­
vices at Iowa State University, 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
An extensive literature review, which included books, journals, 
abstracts, ERIC documents and unpublished manuscripts, established that 
perception studies of student personnel services are not plentiful in 
the research literature. This review will examine early evaluation 
studies of student personnel services and will focus on studies that 
have investigated faculty and/or students and/or administrators' per­
ceptions of student personnel services. 
One of the first to examine student personnel services was Hopkins 
(1926) who prepared a list of twenty activities in which one might ex­
pect to find evidence of the influence of the student personnel point 
of view on educational problems in any specific institution. He visited 
fourteen institutions of higher education and rated each of the twenty 
student personnel activities in these institutions on the basis of his 
own standards. 
Brumbaugh and Smith (1932) developed the Point Scale for Evalua­
tion of Personnel Work in Institutions of Higher Learning for the North 
Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools. It was used in 
over 100 institutions of higher education and elicited responses from 
college administrators and ptudent personnel workers. It provided a 
standard score for statements listed under each of ten student personnel 
services and asked administrators and student personnel workers to esti­
mate how many points each statement was worth compared to a standard 
score for that statement. 
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In 1948 Wrenn and Kamm designed an Evaluation Report Form for 
Student Personnel Services for the use of trained student personnel 
workers. It combined judgments regarding institutional philosophy and 
ratings of adequacy of student personnel services. Kamm (1950) later 
developed with Wrenn an Inventory of Student Reaction to Student Person­
nel Services consisting of 60 questions, five for each of 12 student 
personnel services. This was designed to accompany their earlier Eval­
uation Report Form. 
A major effort was undertaken by Rackham (1951) in devising a 
Student Personnel Services Inventory. Checklists for 15 different stu­
dent personnel areas were submitted to appropriate officials at all of 
the more-than-one-hundred institutions of higher learning in the United 
States where enrollments exceeded 4,000 day students. They were asked 
to determine whether or not a statement was satisfactory or unsatisfac­
tory in terms of the "ideal" student personnel service program for the 
"average" American college or university rather than in terms of current 
practices on their otto campuses= ïen competent specialists in student 
personnel services served as judges who tabulated, analyzed and inter­
preted for the final preparation of the Inventory. Student personnel 
administrators rated how closely the student personnel services at their 
institutions approximated the "ideal" ratings of these services, 
Daughtrey (1953) developed a study to ascertain the nature of stu­
dent and faculty reaction to student personnel services at the Univer­
sity of Florida. He found that student reaction was favorable toward 
existing student personnel services with many intergroup differences. 
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Faculty reaction was also favorable but less positive than that of the 
students. 
In 1959 Fitzgerald developed the Student Personnel Services Ques­
tionnaire to determine the perceptions of student personnel services in 
higher education held by faculty members at Michigan State University. 
This questionnaire formed the basis for roost of the perception studies 
of student personnel services which were to follow. The Questionnaire 
provided the opportunity to rate the importance for higher education of 
each of 40 statements of function of student personnel services. Func­
tions included: Admission, Registration, and Records; Counseling, Health 
Services; Student Activities, Financial Aid and Placement; Disciplinary 
Functions; Special Clinics and Special Services; Housing and Food Func­
tions. In addition respondents were asked to indicate their opinions 
of the quality of the performance of the function, whether or not a 
specific campus office was designated for the performance of each func­
tion and the location of this office. 
Her study indicated that student personnel services were recognized 
as having importance for the achievement of the philosophy and purposes 
of higher education. Highest perceptions of importance tended to be 
placed on those functions relating most directly with the academic pur­
poses of the institution. Of less importance were the functions which 
facilitated student life activities while the individual was engaged in 
academic pursuits and of least importance were the student personnel 
functions which dealt only indirectly with the student in an academic 
setting. Faculty members without tenure tended to give responses 
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requiring less definite expressions of opinion or knowledge about stu­
dent personnel services. 
College and University Environment Scales, CUES, developed by Pace 
in 1968 and published by Educational Testing Service were designed to 
describe the institutional climate of a campus through the perceptions 
of its students. This instrument has also been used to compare faculty 
and student perceptions. It measured the university environment along 
five dimensions; practicality, community, awareness, propriety, scholar­
ship. Some of these dimensions obviously reflect some of the functions 
of student personnel services. 
Zimmerman (1963) examined student perceptions of seniors in the 
1962 class at Michigan State University using a personal interview with 
a questionnaire adapted from Fitzgerald's Student Personnel Services 
Questionnaire. Major findings included: 
1. Student personnel services were important to college 
students. 
2. In general the attitudes towards these services were very 
favorable, 
3. The amount of student experience with the various services 
varied widely. 
4. Students sampled were least satisfied with student conduct 
services and most satisfied with student placement services. 
Students at four universities in Texas with enrollments in excess 
of 17,000 students were studied by Robinson (1966). He devised an in­
ventory of student personnel services to examine the extent to which each 
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service was needed, the extent to which each service was received, the 
extent to which college students should receive the service. The study 
found that each service was perceived by the students sampled as being 
needed for all college students. A greater proportion of students 
needing the total student services was found than those actually re­
ceiving the services. 
A study using a modification of Fitzerald's Student Personnel Ser­
vices Questionnaire was designed by Rankin (1966) to identify the percep 
tions of student personnel services held by 1966 graduating seniors at 
Colorado State College, He found that graduating seniors: 
1. Perceived the services as being at least "fairly important" 
to a college education. 
2. Were aware of the existence of the services and had contact 
with each of the services but were not aware of all of the 
functions provided by these services. 
3. Were generally satisfied with the functions with which they 
had contact. 
Harris (1968) developed a study at Indiana University designed to 
determine the perceived needs for student personnel services as ex­
pressed by faculty; obtain faculty opinions concerning adequacies and 
inadequacies of various student personnel services; derive conclusions 
to bring about better organized and more functional student personnel 
services programs. Using a semistructured instrument he found: 
1. Majority of participants generally perceived that students had 
a definite need for all services except dental and religious 
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services. 
2. There was a definite lack of familiarity with services. 
3. There was a need for better lines of communication. 
Todd (1968) examined a random sample of undergraduate students in 
each of the six colleges at Oklahoma State University and a random 
sample of students frcan a small state college in 13 areas of student 
personnel services. Significant differences were found in almost every 
comparison made between groups of university and college students. Sig­
nificant differences existed among the undergraduate colleges in at least 
one student personnel area. 
Perceptions of student personnel services between the instructional 
staff and student personnel workers at Colorado State University were 
explored by Johnson (1968) using a modification of Fitzgerald's Student 
Personnel Services Questionnaire. Findings included: 
1. There were fewer differences in perceptions between instruc­
tional staff and student personnel workers than were generally 
thought. 
2. Staff members were largely aware of existing student per­
sonnel services. 
3. Instructional staff were unwilling or unable to judge the 
effectiveness of the services. 
Troescher (1969) compared perceptions of existing student personnel 
services held by student personnel staff, faculty and students at Rock 
Valley College in Indiana using the Evaluation of Selected College 
Services. She found a consensus among the three groups that services 
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based on student involvement and group participation were implemented 
effectively. All three groups perceived student personnel services as 
being a valuable part of the program at the college. 
The perceptions of faculty, students and student personnel workers 
at 10 North Carolina Community Colleges were studied by Emerson (1971). 
He found significant differences between colleges in perceived effective­
ness of and familiarity with student personnel services. Faculty rated 
effectiveness significantly lower than did students or student personnel 
workers whose ratings coincided. Faculty and students in this study 
rated their familiarity with student services significantly lower than 
did student personnel workers. 
Stahl (1971) designed a study to investigate whether significant 
changes took place in freshman student reactions towards student person­
nel services at the University of Wyoming. Male and Female freshmen 
living in resident halls were studied and general conclusions of the 
study included: 
1. Freshmen's perceptions of student personnel services did not 
change during their first year on campus. 
2. There were no significant differences between male and female 
students' perceptions. 
3. Student personnel services were perceived as important aspects 
of higher education. 
A modification of Fitzgerald's Student Personnel Services Question­
naire was developed by Kaplan (1972) to identify the expressed needs held 
by 1971 spring semester graduate students at the University of 
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Mississippi of the student personnel services available to graduate stu­
dents. Results indicated that these services were not specifically de­
signed or specifically effective for these students. Graduate students 
did not always know about available services and therefore they were 
often not taking advantage of services. Financial aids and placement 
services were found to be of major importance to graduate students. 
Jones (1972) explored perceptions of student personnel services by 
undergraduate students at the University of Mississippi using a modifi­
cation of Fitzgerald's Student Personnel Services Questionnaire. Jones 
discovered that all of the areas of student personnel services were im­
portant to students' welfare and that students generally knew the loca­
tion of services. They were not aware of some of the specific func­
tions of each service and often only used one facet of a particular ser­
vice. Students indicated that improvement was needed in all areas of 
student personnel services. 
Faculty perceptions of student personnel services at the University 
of Wyoming were investigated by Bringhurst (1972) using a modification 
of Fitzgerald's Student Personnel Services Questionnaire. He found that 
faculty perceived student personnel services as an important aspect of 
higher education. Faculty in Health and Biological Sciences, Fine Arts 
and Humanities, Social Science and Education were more aware of and had 
more contact with student personnel services than faculty in Physical 
Sciences, Ccaranerce, and Industry. Faculty who were older, had been on 
campus longer and had more rank had contact with and were more satisfied 
with the effectiveness of student personnel services than younger and 
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newer individuals with less rank. A large number of faculty had very 
little awareness of and contact with student personnel services on this 
campus « 
Shuman (1972) developed a study to assess the perceptions of the 
resident faculty, faculty administrators and student personnel adminis­
trators at Arizona State University to provide a basis for making recom­
mendations for the improvement of the programs of student personnel 
services. General agreement was found among the three groups regarding 
the student personnel point of view. Faculty administrators appeared 
to be better informed in all areas of existing services than were resi­
dent faculty. Faculty administrators' opinions concerning the existing 
student personnel program were more closely aligned with the opinions 
of the student personnel administrators than were the opinions of the 
resident faculty. 
Gieken (1972) designed a study to determine whether or not married 
and single students attending universities in the Wisconsin State Univer­
sity System differed in their perceptions of the college environment, in 
the types of problans they might have and in their use and ratings of 
selected student personnel services. Except in the areas of Finances, 
Living Conditions and Employment, married and single students did not 
differ significantly in their problem areas. Married students experi­
enced the most problems in these three areas. Married and single stu­
dents differed significantly in their use and ratings of student person­
nel services. Married students used student personnel services less and 
rated them lower than single students. 
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Administrators, faculty and student perceptions of student person­
nel services at the University of Northern Florida were explored by 
Cowins (1974) using a modification of Fitzgerald's Student Personnel Ser­
vices Questionnaire. No significant differences were found in the num­
ber of responses between students and faculty, students and administra­
tors, and administrators and faculty to questions pertaining to the eight 
student personnel services studied. 
Moyer (1974) set out to determine the perceptions and reactions of 
students and faculty to student personnel services at Memphis State Uni­
versity. He found that students were satisfied with some services and 
dissatisfied with others. Areas were identified where faculty agreed 
that services needed improvements. There appeared to be a uniformity be­
tween student and faculty groups in their perceptions of student person­
nel services. Longer tenure appeared to help improve faculty knowledge 
of services and it appeared that older and more experienced faculty mem­
bers had more empathy with students and recognized student problems more 
quickly. 
Abbot (1976) examined the perceived importance and the perceived 
adequacy of the student personnel services at the Medical College of 
Georgia on the part of faculty, students and student affairs staff. He 
found that the three groups perceived that student personnel services 
were of moderate to great importance as part of the total educational 
program and were of minimal to moderate adequacy as performed at the med­
ical college. Other differences were noted in the perceptions of the 
importance of student services based on certain dependent variables such 
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as sex, educational level and place of residence. 
Administrators, faculty and student perceptions of existing student 
personnel services at the University of Oklahoma were explored by Mclver 
(1976) using a modification of Fitzgerald's Student Personnel Services 
Questionnaire. She tested hypotheses to determine whether there were 
any significant differences in the perceptions of services among the 
groups based on importance, awareness, effectiveness, and location. The 
hypotheses were rejected because of the influences of particular compos­
ites of the variables in each of the perceptual areas. 
A Survey of Student Personnel Objectives was devised by McDavis 
(1976) at the University of Florida to discover whether the student per­
sonnel program was achieving its objectives by providing services for 
students and whether it was achieving its objectives by assisting stu­
dents, faculty and administrators in certain ways. McDavis' results in­
cluded the following: 
1. Less than 50% of the faculty knew about or used any of the 
12 services. 
2. More than 50% of the freshmen knew about or used student 
housing and the student union and more than 50% of the seniors 
knew about or used the student union, 
3. Less than 50% of the respondents knew about or used the other 
10 services. 
This literature review has examined studies that go back to the 
1920s. On the basis of this review, some generalizations can be made. 
However, it seems apparent that, because each institution is unique, 
20 
its student population is unique and its program of student personnel 
services la unique, results of studies that examine perceptions of stu­
dent personnel services within institutions of higher education will 
differ from institution to institution. Some commonalities among re­
sponses of various groups do exist. An examination of students' per­
ceptions of student personnel services in the literature reviewed has 
shown that most students studied view student personnel services as be­
ing important and valuable parts of total college and university pro­
grams. Students generally have been satisfied with some services, dis­
satisfied with others and have shown varying perceptions of awareness 
of existence of others. 
Faculty tend to perceive student personnel services as being im­
portant, having varying perceptions of awareness of existing services, 
and tend to be less familiar with services than students. 
Student personnel staff and student personnel administrators per­
ceive student personnel services as being important and effective and 
obviously have high awareness of existence of services. 
Feif studies have involved academic administrators. It is therefore 
difficult to generalize on the basis of the literature. 
It would seem apparent that a study of students, faculty and admin­
istrators' perceptions of existing student personnel services at Iowa 
State IRiiversity would reveal existing perceptions prevailing on campus, 
how they relate to the results of studies elsewhere and most importantly, 
how they affect the quality of the total education program of this uni­
versity. 
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METHOD OF PROCEDURE 
The universe for this study was made tip of three groups of persons 
associated with Iowa State University—students, faculty, and adminis­
trators. The administrators included all persons holding administra­
tive positions except the president of the university, vice-presidents, 
nonacademic administrators and student personnel administrators. The 
faculty included all persons holding academic positions of instructor 
or higher and not occupying administrative positions; both full-time and 
part-time faculty members were eligible for the study. In the College 
of Veterinary Medicine, all undergraduate students were eligible for the 
study; in the other five colleges, only sophomore, junior, and senior 
students were included; enrollment status was determined as of Fall 
Quarter, 1977. Freshmen students were excluded on the assumption that 
they would not yet be sufficiently familiar with the subject matter of 
the study (student personnel services) to answer the questions meaning­
fully. 
University records were used both to define the universe and to 
provide the sample frame (i.e., lists) fran which the sample was drawn. 
The numbers of subjects classified by group and college according to 
these records are shown in Table 1. Resources available to the re­
searcher limited the total sample to about 600 names. Tentative allo­
cation to the three major groups was set at 100 for the administrators 
and 250 each for the faculty and students. Upon discovering that the 
records indicated only 132 administrators altogether, it was decided 
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Table 1. Number of persons by group and college 
College 
Group 
Administrators Faculty Students 
Agriculture 27 273 2488 
Education 10 136 974 
Engineering 23 231 2590 
Home Economics 22 138 1826 
Sciences and Humanities 40 567 4635 
Veterinary Medicine 10 100 424 
for simplicity to include all of them, but to leave the other two allo­
cations at 250 each bringing the total up to 632. As is shown in Table 1, 
the numbers of faculty and students varied considerably among the col­
leges. If for each group the total of 250 had been allocated propor­
tionately to the colleges, sample allocations would have ranged from 
17 to 98 for the faculty and from 6 to 90 for the students. Because 
primary interest was in making comparisons rather than in making overall 
estimates, it was desirable to depart from proportionate allocation, 
increasing the sample allocations to the smaller colleges and decreas­
ing it accordingly in the larger colleges. Specifically, for each group, 
the total sample of 250 was allocated to the colleges to yield within-
college estimates of means of equal precision assuming equal element 
variances in the colleges. The resulting allocations are shown in 
Table 2. 
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Table 2. Sample allocations by group and college 
Group 
Cuiiege Faculty Students 
Agriculture 46 43 
Education 39 42 
Engineering 44 43 
Home Economics 39 42 
Sciences and Humanities 49 43 
Veterinary Medicine 33 38 
Since the administrators and faculty were on a common list, the 
first step in selecting these samples was to remove all those desig­
nated as administrators. These were listed and a set of mailing labels 
made. The remaining names were then sampled in a systematic manner. 
Within each college, a sampling rate or interval (k) was craiputed by 
dividing the total number of faculty (according to the preliminary data) 
by the allocated number to be selected. A number was selected at ran­
dom between 1 and k. The name corresponding to this number and every 
k^^ number thereafter was selected for the sample. These names were 
listed and a set of mailing labels made. Before selecting the sample, 
the faculty were ordered by academic rank, thus assuring proportionate 
representation of the ranks in the sample. The sample of students was 
selected in a similar manner except that the students were ordered by 
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grade level within each college, thus assuring proportionate representa­
tion of the grade levels. 
Because of differences between the preliminary data and the lists 
from which the sample was actually drawn, the sample numbers differed 
somewhat from the preliminary allocations. Assuming that the lists 
themselves rather than the preliminary data are the more nearly correct, 
these discrepancies are not important. The sampling rates and the num­
bers of names actually selected are shown in Table 3. The main differ­
ences between the preliminary data and the list are in the number of 
faculty classified as administrators (fewer on the list) and the number 
of faculty assigned to the College of Agriculture (more on the list). 
The questionnaires, accompanied by a cover letter, were identified 
by number in order to allow follow-up on nonrespondents. A few nonre-
spondents were asked by telephone to send in their questionnaires, but 
this approach was soon discontinued as being logistically unfeasible 
and replaced by a second mailing of the questionnaire together with an 
appropriate new covering letter. Table 4 shows the numbers of usable 
questionnaires finally received and the response rates. 
Both the faculty and the administrators were asked to report the 
percentages of time devoted to research, teaching, extension, and admin­
istration. In processing the returned questionnaires, the decision was 
made to classify as administrators all persons who reported any time 
spent in administration regardless of how they had been classified at 
the sample stage. As a result, 38 of the 158 respondents in the faculty 
sample were reclassified as administrators, and 1 of the 67 respondents 
Table 3. Sample sizes and sampling rates by group and college 
College Administrators 
Rate No. 
Group 
Faculty 
Rate No. 
Students 
Rate No. 
Agriculture 
Education 
Engineering 
Home Economics 
Sciences and 
Humanities 
Veterinary Medicine 
1/1 
1/1 
1/1 
1/1 
1/1 
1/1 
24 
13 
17 
13 
36 
1/6 
1/3.5 
1/5.25 
1/3.5 
1/11.5 
1/3 
59 
32 
47 
43 
47 
34 
1/58 
1/23 
1/60 
1/43 
1/108 
1/11 
43 
42 
42 
43 
43 
38 
to Ln 
Total 111 262 251 
Table 4. Numbers of usable questionnaires received and response rates by group and college 
Group 
Administrators Faculty Students 
College 
No. 
ret. 
Response 
rate 
No. 
ret. 
Response 
rate 
No. 
ret. 
Response 
rate 
Agriculture 
Education 
Engineering 
Home Economics 
Sciences and 
Humanities 
Veterinary Medicine 
15 
8 
11 
8 
21 
. 62  
. 62  
.65 
. 62  
.58 
.50 
41 
21 
22 
28 
27 
19 
.69 
.66 
.47 
.65 
.57 
.56 
25 
21 
25 
30 
20 
20 
.58 
.50 
.60 
.70 
.47 
.53 
Total 67 .60 158 .60 141 .56 
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in the administrator sample was transferred to the faculty sample. The 
final sample numbers for the administrator and faculty sample are given 
in Table 5. The sample for this study consisted of 104 administrators, 
121 faculty and 141 undergraduate students. 
Table 5. Number of usable responses by group (after reclassification) 
and college 
Group 
College Administrators Faculty Students 
Agriculture 18 38 25 
Education 18 11 21 
Engineering 18 15 25 
Home Economics 10 26 30 
Sciences and 
Humanities 31 17 20 
Veterinary 
Medicine 9 14 20 
Total 104 121 141 
A modification of the Fitzgerald Student Personnel Services Ques­
tionnaire (1959) called Perceptions of Student Personnel Services was 
the instrument used in this study (see Appendix A). The questionnaire 
contained 64 items, grouped into ten areas of Student Personnel Services 
as defined by Iowa State University. 
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1. Admission and Records 
2. Counseling Services 
3. Health Services 
4. Housing and Food Services 
5. Student Activities 
6. Disciplinary Services 
7. Financial Aid Services 
8. Placement Services 
9. Special Services (parking, campus protective services--police 
and fire--special remedial services, handicap provisions, 
programs for women, and counseling services to noncollege 
persons). 
10. Minority and International Student Services 
The purpose of the research was to examine students, faculty and 
administrators' perceptions of existing student personnel services. For 
each of the services respondents were asked: 
1. How important is the service for Iowa State University? 
2. Do you know if the service is currently provided? 
3. Rate the quality of the service. 
Each item was followed by three separate response scales: 
a) Importance of service 
b) Provision of service 
c) Quality of service 
Separate scores were used for each scale. For Importance and Quality 
a Likert-type five-point scale was used with the following responses; 
a) very unimportant 
29a 
b) unimportant 
c) not sure 
d) important 
e) very important 
For Provision a three-point scale was used with the following responses: 
a) yes 
b) no 
c) don't know 
Data were analyzed from coded information by the Iowa State Com­
putation Center. One-way analysis of variance as described by Popham 
(1967) was used to test differences in classification categories for 
thirty scales representing ten student personnel service areas and three 
perception dimensions for each area. The perception dimensions were 
Importance, Quality and Provision. The classification categories used 
were: 
1. Students, faculty and administrators within each college. 
2. Students, faculty and administrators in all colleges. 
3. Sophomores, juniors and seniors in all colleges. 
4. Instructor, assistant professor, associate professor, professor 
in all colleges. 
Significance was tested at the .05 level. In each of the classifi­
cation areas using all thirty scales, differences of pairs of means were 
tested by the Scheffe Test procedure. 
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In evaluating the quality ratings for the services provided, one 
caveat is in order. Respondents were first asked to indicate for each 
service whether it was provided by Iowa State University and then to 
rate the quality of the service. Although specific instructions were 
not included on the questionnaire, it was assumed that those answering 
NO to the question of provision would check NOT PERFORMED in the quality 
rating and those answering DON'T KNOW would omit the quality rating 
entirely. In a small number of cases respondents evaluated the quality 
of the service even though they had checked NO or DON'T KNOW to the 
provision question. The number of cases were determined to be insignif­
icant, and therefore did not affect the results to any important degree. 
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FINDINGS 
The total number of responses received from students was one hun­
dred and forty-one (141), from faculty, one hundred and twenty-one (121) 
and frcsn administrators, one hundred and four (104). 
The response rate in all three groups was 58.7 percent. The next 
three tables (Tables 6, 7, and 8) summarize the demographic characteris­
tics of the three groups of participants--students, faculty and admin­
istrators. 
The following tables include data regarding the perceptions of im­
portance, quality and provision ratings for each of the ten areas of 
student services as defined in the Methodology Chapter. These percep­
tions will be discussed by students, faculty and administrators within 
each college, students, faculty and administrators in all colleges, 
sophomores, juniors and seniors in all colleges and instructors, assis­
tant professors, associate professors, and professors in all colleges. 
College of Agriculture 
An analysis of Tables 9 and 10 showed that the respondents from the 
College of Agriculture agreed on the importance of all services except 
Minority and International Student Services. The administrators rated 
this classification to be higher in importance than students. 
The hypothesis that there were no differences among students, 
faculty and administrators in importance of Minority and International 
Student Services was rejected at the .05 level. 
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Table 6. Demographic characteristics of the Student Classification 
sample 
Percent of 
Variable N sample 
AM 
19 15 10.6 
20 37 26.2 
21 38 27.0 
22 22 15.6 
23 10 7.1 
24-30 13.5 
141 100.0 
Sex 
Male 73 51.8 
Female 68 48.2 
141 100.0 
College 
Agriculture 25 17.7 
Education 21 14.9 
Engineering 25 17.7 
Home Economics 30 21.3 
Science and Humanities 20 14.2 
Veterinary Medicine 20 14.2 
141 100.0 
Classification 
Sophomore 31 22.0 
Junior 49 34.7 
Senior 61 43.3 
141 Ï00.0 
Housing 
Residence Hall 63 44,7 
University Student Apts. 13 9.2 
Greek system 19 13.5 
Off-campus 46 32.6 
141 100.0 
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Table 7. Demographic characteristics of the Faculty sample 
Percent of 
Variable N sample 
Age 
21-30 14 11.6 
31-40 38 31.4 
41-50 39 32.2 
51-60 23 19.0 
61-70 _7 5.8 
121 100,0 
Sex 
Male 86 71.1 
Female 35 28.9 
121 100.0 
College 
Agriculture 38 31.4 
Education 11 8.1 
Engineering 15 12.4 
Home Economics 26 21.5 
Science and Humanities 17 14.5 
Veterinary Medicine 14 11.6 
121 100.0 
Academic rank 
Instructor 24 19.8 
Assistant professor 33 27.3 
Associate professor 27 22.3 
Full professor 37 30.6 
121 100.0 
Years employed at Iowa State 
University 
0-4 35 28.9 
5-9 23 19.0 
10-35 _63 52.1 
121 100.0 
33 
Table 8. Demographic characteristics of the Administrators' sample 
Percent of 
Variable N sample 
Age 
21-30 8 7.7 
31-40 12 11.5 
41-50 37 35.6 
51-60 43 41.4 
61-70 _4 3.8 
104 100.0 
Sex 
Male 90 86.5 
Female 14 13.5 
104 100.0 
College 
Agriculture 18 17.3 
Education 18 17.3 
Engineering 18 17.3 
Home Economics 10 9.6 
Science and Humanities 31 29.8 
Veterinary Medicine 9 8.7 
104 100.0 
Years employed at Iowa State 
University 
0-4 14 13.5 
5-9 18 17.3 
10-35 Jl_ 69.2 
104 100.0 
Table 9. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
importance rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Agriculture 
Students Faculty Administrators 
(Importance) 
r 
Mean^ S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 2 5 3.788 .580 37 4.001 .299 18 3.880 .427 
2. Counseling Services 2 5 3.904 .544 37 3.957 .473 18 3.872 .363 
3. Health Services 2 5 3.597 .605 36 3.839 .412 18 3.745 .409 
4. Housing and Food 2 5 3.648 .665 36 3.647 .489 18 3.628 .476 
5. Student Activities 2 5 3.716 .500 37 3.734 .559 18 3.765 .518 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 5 3.257 .535 37 3.466 .521 18 3.444 .556 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 5 4.067 .727 37 4.140 .552 18 4.315 .577 
8. Placement Services 2 5 4.060 .565 36 3.986 .422 18 3.866 .441 
9. Special Services 2 5 3.085 .598 36 3.655 .403 18 3.522 .414 
10. Minority and Inter- 2 I 3.750 .676 36 4.056 .460 18 4.194 .349 
national Student 
Services 
^l=very unimportant; 2=unimportant; 3=not sure; 4=important; 5=very important. 
^S.D. = standard deviation. 
Table 10. Analysis: of variance for t;he ten areas of student personnel services in importance, 
classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of Agriculture 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F 
(Importance) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .348 77 .187 1,86 
2. Counseling Services 2 .050 77 ,226 ,22 
3, Health Services 2 .431 76 .231 1.86 
4. Housing and Food 2 .003 76 .300 .01 
5. Student Activities 2 .013 77 .283 .05 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .355 77 .284 1.25 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .332 77 .381 .88 
8. Placement Services 2 .198 76 .227 .87 
9. Special Services 2 .430 76 .226 1.90 
10. Minority and International 2 1.144 75 ,266 4.30* 
Student Services 
* P < .05. 
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An inspection of Tables 11 and 12 indicated that there were differ­
ences in the quality rating of Admissions and Records, Counseling Ser­
vices, Housing and Food, and Minority and International Student Services. 
Differences existed between the students and administrators, with the 
administrators rating the quality higher than the students. The hypoth­
eses associated with these four areas were rejected. 
The provision rating as examined in Tables 13 and 14 indicated that 
students and administrators differed significantly in Counseling Services, 
Housing and Food, Special Services and Minority and International Stu­
dent Services. Students and faculty also differed significantly in their 
perceptions of Minority and International Student Services. 
The hypotheses associated with no differences among students, faculty 
and administrators were rejected. 
College of Education 
Tables 15 and 16 provided information that there were differences 
between students and administrators from the College of Education in the 
rating of Minority and International Student Services. The administra­
tors rated the quality significantly higher than the students. There­
fore the hypothesis of no difference among students, faculty and admin­
istrators was rejected» 
From the data contained in Tables 17 and 18 significant differences 
occurred in Counseling Services, Special Services and Minority and Inter­
national Student Services. Administrators indicated that Counseling 
Services and Special Services were provided. Their responses were 
Table 11. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
quality rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Agriculture 
Scales 
(Quality) 
Students Faculty Administrators 
N Mean^  S.D.^ N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 25 3.622 .574 37 3.909 .478 18 3.972 .435 
2. Counseling Services 25 3.228 .884 33 3.621 .432 18 3.750 .741 
3. Health Services 25 3.421 .580 35 3.584 .583 18 3.707 .644 
4. Housing and Food 25 3.489 .445 35 3.739 .492 18 3.961 .496 
5. Student Activities 25 3.842 .450 37 3.872 .658 18 4.119 .235 
6. Disciplinary Services 24 2.962 1.115 32 3.427 .777 15 3.600 1.046 
7. Financial Aid Services 23 3.667 .910 34 3.922 .546 18 4.130 .430 
8. Placement Services 24 3.531 .902 33 3.770 .458 18 3.824 .599 
9. Special Services 25 3.427 .628 36 3.668 .453 18 3.757 .376 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
18 3.472 .795 33 3.864 .455 18 4.000 .297 
l^=not performed; 2=very poor; 3=poor; 4=satisfactory; 5=very well. 
^S.D. = standard deviation. 
Table 12. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Agriculture 
Between Within 
F-
ratio Scales 
(Quality) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
1. Admission and Records 2 .836 77 .252 3.32* 
2. Counseling Services 2 1.707 73 .467 3.66* 
3. Health Services 2 .448 75 .356 1.26 
4. Housing and Food 2 1.194 75 .229 5.22* 
5. Student Activities 2 .476 77 .278 1.71 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 2.305 68 .921 2.50 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 1.107 72 .434 2.55 
8. Placement Services 2 .560 72 .438 1.28 
9. Special Services 2 .672 76 .250 2.69 
4.87* 10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 1.394 66 .286 
*P < .05. 
Table 13. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
provision rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Agriculture 
Scales Students Faculty Administrators 
(Provision) N Mean^ S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 25 1.263 .150 37 1.248 .125 18 1.199 .164 
2. Counseling Services 25 1.380 .155 37 1.318 .132 18 1.245 .140 
3. Health Services 25 1,297 ,151 36 1.272 .132 18 1.266 .131 
4. Housing and Food 25 1.291 .118 36 1.219 .107 18 1.209 .124 
5. Student Activities 25 1.213 .158 37 1.177 .125 18 1.152 .152 
6. Disciplinary Services 25 1.395 .156 37 1,331 .196 18 1.347 .255 
7. Financial Aid Services 25 1.177 .239 36 1.185 .206 18 1.088 .136 
8. Placement Services 25 1.260 .216 36 1.212 .174 18 1.220 .203 
9. Special Services 25 1.264 .142 36 1.189 .102 18 1.722 .160 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
25 1.280 .208 36 1.083 .146 18 1.014 .059 
1^.0=yes; 1.5~don't know; 2.0=no. 
^S.D. = standard deviation. 
Table 14. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Agriculture 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Provision) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .024 77 .020 1.57 
2. Counseling Services 2 .097 77 .020 4.88* 
3. Health Services 2 .007 76 .019 .35 
4. Housing and Food 2 .048 76 .013 3.67* 
5. Student Activities 2 .020 77 .020 1.01 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .031 77 .040 .78 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .062 76 .042 1.48 
8. Placement Services 2 .018 76 .038 .48 
9. Special Services 2 .057 76 .017 3.34* 
18.16** 10. Minority and International 2 .442 76 .024 
Student Services 
*P < .05. 
Table 15. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of Education 
Scales 
(Quality) 
Students Faculty Administrators 
N Mean^  S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 21 3.529 .530 10 3.915 .731 18 3.845 .509 
2. Counseling Services 20 3.312 .706 9 3.117 1.470 18 3.612 .523 
3. Health Services 21 3.283 .752 10 3.567 1.089 18 3.636 .794 
4. Housing and Food 21 3.598 .531 10 3.922 .688 18 3.887 .407 
5. Student Activities 21 3.965 .484 10 3.871 .725 18 3.998 .485 
6. Disciplinary Services 21 3.425 .735 8 3.406 1.101 16 3.521 .746 
7. Financial Aid Services 20 3.458 ,626 8 4.104 .570 17 3.745 .651 
8. Placement Services 20 3.521 .749 10 3.683 1.140 18 3.606 .592 
9. Special Services 21 3.368 .585 10 3.148 1.140 18 3.719 .468 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
17 3.441 .982 9 3.944 .682 18 4.139 .564 
l^=not performed; 2=very poor; 3==poor; 4=satisfactory; 5=very well. 
S^.D. = standard deviation. 
Table 16. Analysiiî of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Education 
Scales 
(Quality) df 
Between 
Mean 
square df 
Within 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .714 46 .323 2.22 
2. Counseling Services 2 .842 44 .714 1.18 
3. Health Services 2 .664 46 .711 .93 
4. Housing and Food 2 .549 46 .277 1.99 
5. Student Activities 2 .052 46 .291 .18 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .054 42 .658 .08 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 1.247 42 .393 3.18 
8. Placement Services 2 .094 45 .630 .15 
9. Special Services 2 1.174 46 .484 2.43 
10. Minority and International 2 2.203 41 .599 
* 
3.68 
Student Services 
*P < .05. 
Table 17- Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
provision rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Education 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Provision) N Mean^  S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 21 1.1259 .111 11 1.281 .111 18 1.205 .125 
2, Counseling Services 21 1.331 ,103 11 1.363 .195 18 1.223 .134 
3. Health Services 21 1.244 .167 11 1.296 .086 18 1.251 .131 
4. Housing and Food 21 1.233 .129 11 1.255 .114 18 1.254 .134 
5. Student Activities 21 1.182 .095 11 1.197 .109 18 1.165 .116 
6. Disciplinary Services 21 1.327 .179 11 1.330 .128 18 1.336 .212 
7. Financial Aid Services 21 1.151 .204 11 1,167 .167 18 1.167 .162 
8. Placement Services 21 1.226 .156 11 1.261 .205 18 1.213 .224 
9. Special Services 21 1.210 .114 11 1.249 .168 18 1.140 .080 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
21 1.238 .230 11 1.068 .162 18 1.042 .096 
l^,0=yes; 1.5=don't know; 2.0=iniO. 
S^.D. = standard deviation. 
Table 18. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Education 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Provlslon) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .024 47 .014 1.76 
2. Counseling Services 2 .085 47 .019 4.47* 
3. Health Services 2 .010 47 .020 .51 
4. Housing and Food 2 .003 47 .016 .17 
5. Student Activities 2 .004 47 .011 .32 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .000 47 .033 .01 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .002 47 .033 .05 
8. Placement Services 2 .008 47 .038 .22 
9, Special Services 2 .045 47 .014 3.26* 
6.81*" 10. Minority and International 2 
Student Services 
.214 47 .031 
*P < .05. 
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significantly different from the faculty respondents who indicated lower 
perception of this provision. 
The student respondents were significantly different from both the 
faculty and administrators responding to Minority and International Stu­
dent Services. The hypotheses that there were no differences among 
students, faculty and administrators in provision of Counseling Services, 
Special Services and Minority and International Student Services were 
rejected at the .05 level. 
College of Engineering 
In the College of Engineering ratings in importance were investi­
gated in Tables 19 and 20. There were differences among students, fac­
ulty and administrators on the importance of student personnel services 
in Counseling, Health, Financial Aid, Placement and Special Services. 
In all five services the students rated the importance higher than the 
administrators. For Financial Aid, Placement and Special Services, the 
students were significantly higher than the faculty respondents. The 
hypotheses of no differences among students, faculty and administra­
tors were rejected. 
Data contained in Tables 21 and 22 indicated there were perceived 
differences in quality of Admissions and Records, Counseling Services, 
Housing and Food and Special Services. Students were significantly 
higher in their rating of Admission and Records and Counseling Services 
than the administrators. The administrators had a significantly higher 
rating for Housing and Food and Special Services than the students. 
Table 19. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
importance rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Engineering 
Student Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Importance) N Mean^ S.D.^ N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 25 3.973 .402 14 3.809 .250 18 3.857 .305 
2. Counseling Services 25 4.064 .424 15 3.757 .360 18 3.695 .425 
3. Health Services 25 4.037 .508 14 3.691 .284 18 3.594 .510 
4. Housing and Food 25 3.595 .569 14 3.316 .342 18 3.438 .455 
5. Student Activities 25 3.689 .463 14 3.516 .394 18 3.549 .329 
6. Disciplinary Services 25 3.470 .622 14 3.321 .267 18 3.444 .579 
7. Financial Aid Services 25 4.387 .515 14 3.714 .583 18 3.917 .611 
8- Placement Services 25 4.227 .513 14 3.679 .317 18 3.833 .297 
9. Special Services 25 3.929 .431 14 3.250 .443 18 3.352 .412 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
25 3.820 .748 14 3.786 .579 18 3.861 .335 
®l=very unimportant; 2=unimporl:ant; 3=not sure; 4=important; 5=very unimportant. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 20. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Engineering 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Importance) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .140 54 .116 1.21 
2. Counseling Services 2 .842 55 .167 5.04** 
5.37** 3. Health Services 2 1.160 54 .216 
4. Housing and Food 2 .370 54 .237 1.56 
5. Student Activities 2 .171 54 .167 1.03 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .104 54 .295 .35 
7.41** 7. Financial Aid Services 2 2.351 54 .317 
54 .169 
_*** 
8. Placement Services 2 1.586 9-38 
9. Special Services 2 2.756 54 .183 15.05*** 
10. Minority and International 2 .023 54 .365 .06 
Student Services 
Table 21. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
quality rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Engineering 
Student s Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Quality) N Mean^  
S.D.b N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 25 3.429 .638 14 3.729 .526 17 3.954 .453 
2. Counseling Services 23 3.039 ,828 14 3.536 .606 17 3.711 .329 
3. Health Services 25 3.491 .467 13 3.423 1.012 17 3.768 .468 
4. Housing and Food 25 3.126 .842 13 3.626 .663 16 3.671 .300 
5. Student Activities 25 3.647 .561 14 3.683 .406 17 3.847 .327 
6. Disciplinary Services 23 3.000 .998 12 3.375 1.025 15 3.250 .789 
7. Financial Aid Services 24 3.750 .840 10 3.750 .286 17 3.657 .519 
8. Placement Services 23 3.641 .704 12 3.563 .770 16 3.833 .583 
9. Special Services 25 3.235 .601 14 3.657 .550 17 3.611 .304 
10. Minority and Inter- 20 3.350 1.137 13 3.962 .380 16 3.813 .655 
national Student 
Services 
l^=not performed; 2=very poor; 3=poor; 4=satisfactory; 5=very well. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 22. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Engineering 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Quality) df square df square ratio 
1, Admission and. Records 2 1.437 53 .314 4.57 
2. Counseling Services 2 2.440 51 .420 5.76 
3. Health Services 2 .547 52 .404 1.35 
4. Housing and Food 2 1.853 51 .464 3.40 
5. Student Activities 2 .214 53 .215 1.00 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .632 47 .897 .70 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .049 48 .443 .11 
8. Placement Services 2 .288 48 .469 .61 
9. Special Services 2 1.099 53 .265 4.14' 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 1.738 46 .711 2,44 
*P < .05. 
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The four hypotheses of no differences among students, faculty and ad­
ministrators were rejected at the .05 level. 
Analysis of Tables 23 and 24 indicated that the hypotheses of no 
differences among administrators and students for provision rating on 
Counseling Services and Minority and International Student Services 
were rejected. The students were significantly higher in their rating 
of Counseling Services than the administrators and significantly higher 
than the faculty and administrators in the Minority and International 
Student Services rating. 
College of Home Economics 
An analysis of Tables 25 and 26 indicated that the only signifi­
cant difference in the respondents importance rating of student services 
in the College of Home Economics was in the area of Special Services. 
The students responded significantly higher than the administrators. 
The hypothesis for no difference among students, faculty and administra­
tors was rejected at the .05 level. 
After analyzing Tables 27 and 28, there were significant differ­
ences in the quality rating for Admission and Records, Housing and Food 
and Special Services. The administrators rated the quality significantly 
higher than the students in these three areas whereas the faculty re­
spondents were significantly higher than the students in only the Hous­
ing and Food quality rating. The hypotheses of no significant differ­
ences between students, faculty and administrators were rejected for 
these three ratings. 
Table 23. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
provision rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Engineering 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Provision) N Mean^ 
S.D.b N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 25 1,243 .086 14 1.302 .114 17 1.244 .133 
2. Counseling Services 25 1.406 .142 15 1.367 .173 17 1.272 .115 
3. Health Services 25 1.228 .127 14 1.321 .163 17 1.272 .179 
4. Housing and Food 25 1.299 .154 14 1.329 .167 17 1.272 .161 
5. Student Activities 25 1,218 .101 14 1.257 .147 17 1.165 .116 
6. Disciplinary Services 25 1.383 .204 13 1.471 .205 17 1.358 .187 
7. Financial Aid Services 25 1,113 .197 14 1.196 .235 17 1.118 .153 
8. Placement Services 25 1.212 .179 14 1.384 .232 17 1.245 .232 
9. Special Services 25 1.183 .118 14 1.269 .146 17 1.168 .124 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
24 1.323 .260 14 1.125 .163 17 1.118 .179 
a 
1.0=yes; 1.5=don't know; 2.0=iio. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 24, Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Engineering 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Provislon) (If square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .018 53 .012 1.48 
2. Counseling Services 2 .091 54 .021 4.44 
3. Health Services 2 .040 53 .024 1.68 
4. Housing and Food 2 .013 53 .025 .49 
5. Student Activities 2 .033 53 .014 2.37 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .051 52 .040 1.29 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .035 53 .038 .91 
8. Placement Services 2 .138 53 .044 3.14 
9. Special Services 2 .046 53 .016 2.82 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .276 52 .047 5.94' 
*P < .05. 
Table 25. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
importance rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Home Economics 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Importance) N Mean^  S.Du N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 30 4.079 .547 26 4.089 .386 10 4.020 .310 
2. Counseling Services 30 4.118 .566 26 4.218 .363 10 4.149 .466 
3, Health Services 30 4-083 .643 26 3.955 .616 10 3.713 .304 
4. Housing and Food 30 3.865 .683 26 3.800 .649 10 3.928 .437 
5. Student Activities 30 3.911 .687 26 3.850 .465 10 3.965 .263 
6. Disciplinary Services 30 3-217 .665 26 3.535 .753 10 3.558 .436 
7. Financial Aid Services 30 4,311 .637 26 4.417 .502 10 4.567 .353 
8. Placement Services 30 4.383 .809 25 4-210 .509 10 4.000 .425 
9. Special Services 30 4.177 .602 26 3.897 .523 10 3.677 .435 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
30 4.167 .758 26 4.308 .376 10 4.450 .438 
®l=very unimportant; 2=unimportant; 3=not sure; 4=important; 5=very important. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 26. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on importance 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Home Economics 
Between Within 
Scales 
(Importance) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 ,018 63 .211 .08 
2. Counseling Services 2 .072 63 ,231 ,31 
3. Health Services 2 ,523 63 .354 1.48 
4. Housing and Food 2 ,067 63 .409 .16 
5. Student Activities 2 .055 63 .313 .18 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 ,866 63 .456 1.90 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .259 63 .304 .85 
8. Placement Services 2 .597 62 .432 1.38 
9. Special Services 2 1.064 63 .302 
* 
3.52 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .340 63 ,348 .98 
*P < .05. 
Table 27. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of Home 
Economics 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Quality) N Mean^  S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 30 3.567 .774 25 3.822 .487 10 4.131 .340 
2. Counseling Services 30 3.320 .898 24 3.532 .779 10 3.946 .302 
3. Health Services 30 3.411 .766 21 3.708 .639 10 3.492 .814 
4. Housing and Food 30 3.393 .790 23 3.922 .436 10 4.108 .373 
5. Student Activities 30 3.856 . 666 23 4.042 .364 10 4.181 .158 
6. Disciplinary Services 28 3.289 .990 18 3.329 .915 10 3.500 .667 
7. Financial Aid Services 27 3.661 1.115 21 3.746 .818 10 3.683 .650 
8. Placement Services 28 3.604 ,808 23 3.707 .869 10 3.917 .314 
9. Special Services 30 3.293 .703 23 3.719 .621 10 3.860 .216 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
26 3.577 1.111 24 3.771 .675 10 4.050 .725 
l^=not performed; 2=very poor; 3=poor; 4=satisfactory; 5-very well. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 28. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Home Economics 
Between Within 
Scales 
(Quality) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 1.292 62 .039 
* 
3.32 
2. Counseling Services 2 1.490 61 .625 2.38 
3. Health Services 2 .551 58 .537 1.03 
7..16** 4. Housing and Food 2 2.809 60 .392 
5. Student Activities 2 .475 60 ,267 1.78 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .166 53 .843 .20 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .044 55 .900 .05 
8. Placement Seirvices 2 .363 58 .605 .60 
9. Special Services 2 1.792 60 .387 4.63* 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .836 57 .808 1.04 
*P < .05. 
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From the data contained in Tables 29 and 30 it appeared that the 
respondents in their perceptions of the provision rating were signifi­
cantly different in Housing and Food, Disciplinary Services and Minority 
and International Student Services. The administrators indicated that 
Housing and Food were being provided while students were uncertain. 
The administrators indicated Disciplinary Services were being provided 
while the faculty were uncertain. The faculty indicated that Minority 
and International Student Services were provided while the students were 
uncertain. The hypotheses of no differences among students, faculty and 
administrators for the three ratings were rejected. 
College of Science and Humanities 
An analysis of Tables 31 and 32 revealed data regarding the College 
of Science Humanities indicated significant differences in Counseling, 
Health, Placement and Special Services. In Counseling and Placement 
Services the student respondents rated their importance significantly 
higher than the faculty respondents. In Health Services the students 
responded significantly higher on the importance of Health Services than 
the administrators. The students responded significantly higher in im­
portance of Special Services than both the faculty and administrators. 
The hypotheses were rejected. 
Perceptions of student personnel services in quality were examined 
in Tables 33 and 34 and highly significant differences were found in the 
ratings for Admission and Records, Counseling Services and Placement 
Services. In the three ratings the students rated the quality 
Table 29. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
provision rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Home Economics 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Provision) N Mean^  S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 30 1.218 .121 26 1.277 .174 10 1.260 .064 
2, Counseling Services 30 1.317 .119 26 1.245 .140 10 1.230 .093 
3. Health Services 30 1.230 .131 26 1.294 .197 10 1.328 .181 
4. Housing and Food 30 1.283 .140 26 1.199 .119 10 1.143 .097 
5- Student Activities 30 1.169 .089 26 1.167 .102 10 1.129 .086 
6. Disciplinary Services 30 1.370 .158 26 1.415 .162 10 1.258 .137 
7. Financial Aid Services 30 1.139 .186 26 1.141 .220 10 1.050 .113 
8. Placement Services 30 1.226 .186 25 1.205 .165 10 1.167 .228 
9. Special Services 30 1.200 .128 26 1.167 .105 10 1.177 .090 
10. Minority and Inter­
na ti mal Student 
Services 
30 1.208 .219 26 1.058 .204 10 1.075 .169 
1^.0=yes; 1.5=don't know; 2.0=TIO. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 30. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of Home 
Economics 
Between Within 
Scales 
(Provision) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .026 63 .019 1.33 
2. Counseling Services 2 .049 63 .016 3.13 
3. Health Services 2 .049 63 .028 1.74 
4. Housing and Food 2 .093 63 .016 5.87** 
5. Student Activities 2 .007 63 .009 .75 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .089 63 .025 3.60* 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .034 63 .037 .93 
8. Placement Services 2 .014 62 .034 .40 
9. Special Services 2 .008 63 .013 .60 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .175 63 .043 4.12* 
*P < .05. 
Table 31. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
importance rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
Colle&e of Science and Humanities 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Importance) N 
a 
Mean S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 20 4.074 .381 17 3.955 .560 30 3.944 .340 
2. Counseling Services 20 4.094 .393 17 3.711 .671 30 4.019 .324 
3, Health Services 20 4.133 .332 17 3.961 .636 30 3.810 .372 
4. Housing and Food 20 3.722 .352 17 3.436 .767 30 3.489 .480 
5. Student Activities 20 3.796 .322 17 3.472 .680 30 3.711 .384 
6. Disciplinary Services 20 3.421 .507 17 3.113 .842 30 3.411 .704 
7. Financial Aid Services 20 4.250 .550 17 4.412 .344 30 4.250 .469 
8. Placement Services 20 4.258 .465 17 3,961 .495 28 3.935 .451 
9. Special Services 20 4.067 .372 16 3.344 .682 30 3.391 .498 
10. Minority and Inter- 20 3.775 .953 17 3.794 .885 30 4.083 .574 
national Stuident 
Services 
l^=very unimportant; 2=unimportant; 3=not sure; 4=important; 5-very important. 
S^.D.=stand2ird deviation. 
Table 32, Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on importance 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Science and Humanities 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Importance) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .112 64 .174 .64 
2. Counseling Services 2 .760 64 .206 3.69* 
3. Health Services 2 .630 64 ,196 3.21* 
4. Housing and Food 2 .459 64 .288 1.60 
5. Student Activities 2 .517 64 .213 2.43 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .580 64 .478 1.21 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .166 64 .219 .76 
8. Placement Services 2 .686 62 .218 3.15* 
12.57*^  9. Special Services 2 3.350 63 .266 
10. Minority and International 2 .745 64 .614 1.21 
Student Services 
*P < .05. 
Table 33. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services 
on quality rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Science and Humanities 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Quality) N a Mean S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 20 3.431 .704 15 4.061 .461 30 3.910 .394 
2. Counseling Services 19 3.186 .793 14 3.785 .506 29 3.652 .469 
3. Health Services 20 3.496 .641 12 3.826 .544 27 3.500 .749 
4. Housing and Food 20 3.119 .929 12 3.753 .476 30 3.627 .697 
5. Student Activities 20 3.795 .431 15 3.965 .582 30 3.919 .485 
6. Disciplinary Services 18 3.505 .942 10 3.567 1.031 23 3.754 .547 
7. Financial Aid Services 18 3.583 1.034 12 3.903 .366 26 3.769 .564 
8. Placement Services 18 3.278 .828 13 3.981 .542 25 3.877 .370 
9. Special Services 20 3.473 .588 13 3.789 .440 30 3.695 .482 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
13 3.731 .832 11 3.864 .393 28 3.982 .481 
*l=not performed; 2=very poor; 3=poor; 4=satisfactory; 5=very well. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 34. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Science and Humanities 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Quality) di; square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 2.057 62 .272 7.55 
2. Counseling Services 2 1.784 59 .353 5.07 
3. Health Services 2 .515 56 .458 1.12 
4. Housing and Food 2 2.074 59 .559 3.71 
5. Student Activities 2 .146 64 .243 .60 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .337 48 .651 .52 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .391 53 .521 .75 
8. Placement Services 2 2.505 53 .349 7.18' 
9. Special Services 2 .466 60 .260 1.79 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .287 49 .329 .87 
* P < .05. 
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significantly lower than both faculty and administrators. The three hy­
potheses were rejected at the .01 level of significance. In the Housing 
and Food rating the students responded significantly lower on quality 
than did the faculty and the hypothesis was rejected at the .05 level. 
Tables 35 and 36 provided information dealing with the provision 
scale. The students responded significantly higher on provision rating 
for Housing and Food and Placement Services than did administrators. 
The hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level of significance. The stu­
dents also rated Minority and International Student Services higher than 
did the faculty and administrator respondents. This hypothesis was re­
jected at the .001 level of significance. 
College of Veterinary Medicine 
Data contained in Tables 37 and 38 indicated that Veterinary Medi­
cine students rated the importance of Disciplinary Services signifi­
cantly lower than faculty and administrators. The hypothesis was re­
jected at the .01 level of significance. 
After analyzing Tables 39 and 40 on the quality rating of student 
personnel services the students rated Health Services significantly 
lower than the faculty. The hypothesis was rejected. The students 
rated Housing and Food significantly lower than administrators. This 
hypothesis was also rejected. 
Examination of Tables 41 and 42 indicated that the provisions for 
Special Services were rated significantly lower by students and adminis­
trators than by faculty. The hypotheses of no significant differences 
Table 35. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
provision rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Science and Humanities 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Provision) N Mean^  S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 20 1.279 .130 17 1.232 .112 30 1.209 .140 
2. Counseling Services 20 1.343 .151 17 1.283 .122 30 1.273 .119 
3. Health Services 20 1.260 .124 16 1.242 .139 30 1.329 .183 
4. Housing and Food 20 1,349 .102 17 1.306 .239 30 1.225 .166 
5. Student Activities 20 1.225 .103 16 1.226 .133 30 1.185 .129 
6. Disciplinary Services 20 1.379 .119 17 1.382 .185 30 1.365 .180 
7. Financial Aid Services 20 1.242 .226 17 1.167 .204 30 1.194 .256 
8. Placement Services 20 1.344 .156 17 1.292 .211 29 1.206 .192 
9. Special Services 20 1.260 .156 16 1.229 .132 30 1.181 .103 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
20 1.288 .186 17 1.147 .199 29 1.035 .110 
1^.0=yes; 1.5=don't know; 2.0=no. 
''s.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 36. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Science and Humanities 
Scales 
(Provision) d;E 
Between 
Mean 
square df 
Within 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission ancl Records 2 .029 64 .017 1.70 
2. Counseling Services 2 .032 64 -017 1.89 
3. Health Services 2 .049 63 .025 2.00 
4. Housing and Food 2 .099 64 .030 
* 
3.31 
5. Student Activities 2 .014 63 .015 .90 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .002 64 .027 .07 
7. Financial Aid. Services 2 .027 64 .055 .49 
8. Placement Services 2 .119 63 .035 
* 
3.40 
9. Special Services 2 .040 63 .016 2.42 
*** 
10. Minority and International 2 .379 63 .026 14.65 
Student Services 
* 
P < .05. 
Table 37. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
importance rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Veterinary Medicine 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Importance) N Mean^ 
S.D.b N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 20 3.589 .357 14 3.896 .345 9 3.891 .712 
2. Counseling Services 20 3.698 .486 14 3.907 .576 9 4.100 .505 
3. Health Services 20 3.599 .337 14 3.714 .533 9 3.833 .486 
4. Housing and Food 20 3.375 .460 14 3.587 .403 9 3.676 .431 
5. Student Activities 20 3.545 .373 14 3.675 .504 9 3.634 .445 
6. Disciplinary Services 20 2.958 . 606 14 3.375 .552 9 3.750 .573 
7. Financial Aid Services 20 4.408 .441 14 4.286 .487 9 4.296 .655 
8. Placement Services 20 3.892 .564 14 3.875 .413 9 4.083 ,415 
9. Special Services 20 3.738 .524 14 3.452 .431 9 3.607 .351 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
20 3.625 .741 14 3.964 .634 9 4,111 ,697 
l^=very unimportant; 2=unimportant; 3=not sure; 4=important; 5=very important. 
^S.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 38. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on importance 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Veterinary Medicine 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Importance) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .500 40 .201 2.49 
2. Counseling Services 2 .537 40 .271 1.98 
3. Health Services 2 .179 40 .193 .92 
4. Housing and Food 2 .348 40 .190 1.83 
5. Student Activities 2 .073 40 .188 .39 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 2.083 40 .339 6 . U  
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .075 40 .255 .30 
8. Placement Services 2 .141 40 .241 .59 
9. Special Services 2 .337 40 .215 1.57 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .901 40 .489 1.84 
**p < .01. 
Table 39. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Veterinary Medicine 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Quality) N 
a 
Mean S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 19 3.641 .454 11 4.027 .534 9 3.675 .364 
2. Counseling Services 16 3.445 .656 8 3.818 .292 8 3.511 .625 
3. Health Services 20 3.436 .400 11 3.983 .288 9 3.600 .371 
4. Housing and Food 20 3.334 .851 10 3.890 .424 9 3.991 .628 
5. Student Activities 20 3.824 .514 11 4.007 .376 9 4.020 .320 
6. Disciplinary Services 15 3.078 1.020 5 3.200 .827 7 3.238 1.061 
7. Financial Aid Services 20 3.300 .870 9 3.778 .618 7 4.119 .865 
8. Placement Services 19 3.386 .880 7 3.786 .699 9 3.352 .757 
9. Special Services 20 3.415 .602 10 3.768 .590 8 3.883 .448 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
14 3.571 .756 10 3.650 .944 8 3.938 .320 
l^=not performed; 2=very poor; 3=poor; 4=satisfactory; 5=very well. 
^S.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 40. Analysis of variance for l;he ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Veterinary Medicine 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Quality) df square df square ratio 
1 .  Admission and Records 2 .558 36 .222 2.64 
2. Counseling Services 2 .380 29 .338 1.13 
3. Health Services 2 1.067 37 .134 7.94 
4. Housing and Food 2 1.803 36 .514 3.51 
5. Student Activities 2 .178 37 .196 .91 
6 .  Disciplinary Services 2 .072 24 1.005 .07 
7 .  Financial Aid! Services 2 1.977 33 .664 2.98 
8. Placement Services 2 .476 32 .671 .71 
9. Special Services 2 .804 35 .326 2.47 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .351 29 .558 .63 
*P < .05.  
Table 41. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
provision rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Veterinary Medicine 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Provision) N Mean^  S . D . b  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 20 1.265 .106 14 1.292 .122 9 1.323 .137 
2. Counseling Services 20 1.314 .124 14 1.361 .129 9 1.335 .175 
3. Health Services 20 1.250 .106 14 1.283 .148 9 1.361 .118 
4. Housing and Food 20 1.309 .170 14 1.321 .136 9 1.290 .169 
5. Student Activities 20 1.204 .080 14 1.282 .164 9 1.230 ,165 
6. Disciplinary Services 20 1.385 .203 14 1.429 .153 9 1.514 .211 
7. Financial Aid Services 20 1.196 .298 14 1.191 .171 9 1.222 .250 
8. Placement Services 20 1.333 .206 14 1.384 .151 9 1.375 .217 
9. Special Services 20 1.228 .130 14 1.345 .130 9 1.228 .107 
10. Minority and Inter- 20 1.238 .206 14 1.250 .219 9 1.083 .177 
national Student 
Services 
1^.0=yes; 1.5=don't know; 2.0=no 
S^.D.=standard; deviation. 
Table 42. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Veterinary Medicine 
Between Within 
Scales 
(Provision) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .011 40 ,014 .79 
2. Counseling Services 2 .009 40 .019 .47 
3. Health Services 2 .039 40 .152 2.54 
4. Housing and Food 2 .003 40 .025 .11 
5. Student Activities 2 .025 40 .017 1.47 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .051 40 .036 1.42 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .003 40 .064 .05 
8. Placement Services 2 .012 40 .037 .33 
9. Special Services 2 .065 40 .016 4.08 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .091 40 .042 2.16 
* 
P < .05. 
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were rejected. 
All Colleges 
Examining Tables 43 and 44 on the importance of student personnel 
services on all colleges revealed that students were significantly lower 
than the administrators. The hypotheses that there were no significant 
differences between students, faculty and administrators on their im­
portance rating were rejected. Also, the students were significantly 
higher in their importance rating of Placement Services and Special Ser­
vices than both faculty and administrators. These hypotheses relating 
to these areas were rejected at the .001 level of significance. 
An examination of Tables 45 and 46 dealing with the quality of stu­
dent personnel services in all colleges indicated significant differ­
ences between students, faculty and administrators in all ten areas. 
In Admission and Records, Counseling Services, Housing and Food, Place­
ment Services, Special Services and Minority and International Student 
Services tha students rated the quality significantly Icwcr than either 
the faculty or administrators. The hypotheses of no significant differ­
ences between students, faculty and administrators' ratings were re­
jected at the .001 level of significance, except for the Placement Ser­
vices hypothesis which was rejected at the .01 level of significance. 
The hypotheses dealing with Health Services and Financial Aid Services 
were rejected as students significantly rated the quality lower than the 
faculty. In addition the students rated Student Activities and Dis­
ciplinary Services significantly lower on quality than the administrators. 
Table 43. Means amd standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
importamce rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in all colleges 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Importance) N Mean^  S.EU N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission, and Records 141 3.933 .497 119 3.965 .461 104 3.959 .414 
2. Counseling Services 141 3.988 .491 120 3.931 .575 104 3.993 .436 
3. Health Services 141 3.916 .534 118 3.835 .570 104 3.794 .449 
4. Housing and Food 141 3.705 .578 118 3.613 .625 104 3.640 .499 
5. Student Activities 141 3.772 .512 119 3.699 .565 104 3.767 .424 
6. Disciplinary Services 141 3.300 .600 119 3.420 .635 104 3.501 .584 
7. Financial Aid Services 141 4.313 .590 119 4.193 .627 104 4.244 .551 
8. Placement Services 141 4.196 .611 117 3.986 .533 102 3.961 .439 
9. Special Services 141 3.976 .516 117 3.604 .587 104 3.530 .470 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
140 3.886 .743 118 4.025 .616 104 4.139 .505 
l^=^ 7ery unimportant ; 2=unimportant ; 3=not sure ; 4=important; 5=very important. 
.D,=standard deviation. 
Table 44. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on importance 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in all colleges 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Importance) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .036 361 .214 .17 
2. Counseling Services 2 .136 362 .256 .53 
3. Health Services 2 .482 360 1.76 
4. Housing and Food 2 .289 360 .328 .88 
5. Student Activities 2 .204 361 .257 .79 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 1.259 361 .369 3.41* 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .472 361 .350 1.35 
8. Placement Services 2 2.133 357 .293 7.28*** 
9. Special Services 2 7.291 359 .278 26.19*** 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 1.960 359 .410 4.78** 
P < .05. 
** 
P < .01, 
*** P < .001, 
Table 45. Means and standard deviations of ten areas of student personnel sen/ices on 
quality rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in all colleges 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Quality) N Mean^  S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 140 3.537 .628 112 3.900 .514 103 3.915 .429 
2. Counseling Services 133 3.249 .809 102 3.582 .697 101 3.689 .516 
3. Health Services 141 3.423 .616 102 3.659 .700 100 3.621 .667 
4. Housing and Food 141 3.346 .755 103 3.800 .516 102 3.823 .545 
5. Student Activities 141 3.820 .533 110 3.910 .549 103 3.987 .394 
6. Disciplinary Services 129 3.204 .980 85 3.400 .886 87 3.530 .785 
7. Financial Aid Services 132 3.582 .915 94 3.864 .585 96 3.821 .601 
8. Placement Services 132 3.509 .808 98 3.750 .712 97 3.759 .548 
9. Special Services 141 3.361 .619 106 3.653 .615 102 3.730 .409 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
108 3.514 .961 100 3.850 .577 99 3.990 .515 
l^=not performed; 2=very poor; 3=poor; 4=satisfactory; 5=very well. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 46. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in all colleges 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Quality) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 5.815 352 .292 19.92*** 
2. Counseling Services 2 6.285 333 .486 12.92*** 
3. Health Services 2 1.982 340 .431 4.60* 
4. Housing and Food 2 9.059 343 ,399 22.69*** 
5. Student Activities 2 .854 351 .252 3.39* 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 2.881 298 .811 3.55* 
4.86** 7. Financial Aid Services 2 2.676 319 .551 
8. Placement Services 2 2.373 324 .505 4.70^ * 
9. Special Services 2 4.731 346 .319 14.84*** 
11.91*** 10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 6.179 304 .519 
*P < .05. 
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These hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level of significance. 
Provision classifications of student personnel services in all 
colleges were evaluated in Tables 47 and 48. The administrators re­
sponded significantly lower on their provision rating for Counseling Ser­
vices and Special Services than did either the students or the faculty. 
The hypotheses dealing with no differences between students, faculty 
and administrators were rejected. On the Health Services provision 
items the students responded significantly lower than the administra­
tors. The hypothesis was rejected. Significant differences were found 
in students, faculty and administrators' ratings on the Housing and Food 
items, with the students responding significantly higher than the admin­
istrators. The students responded significantly higher on provision in 
Minority and International Student Services than did either the faculty 
or administrators. Thus, the hypotheses of no differences were re­
jected. 
Students 
There were no significant differences among and within student 
classification in the perceptions of importance, quality and provision 
of all groups (see Appendix C). 
Academic Rank 
An analysis of Tables 49 and 50 on the importance of Student Ser­
vices by academic rank in all colleges indicated that there is a differ­
ence between respondents on Special Services. Professors and 
Table 47. Means and standard deviations of ten areas of student personnel services on pro­
vision rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in all colleges 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Provision) N Mean^ S.D.^ N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 141 1.252 .119 119 1.267 .132 103 1.227 .136 
2. Counseling Services 141 1.349 .136 120 1.312 .148 103 1.260 .128 
3. Health Services 141 1.251 .136 117 1.282 .151 103 1.296 .161 
4. Housing and Food 141 1.293 .139 118 1.256 .152 103 1.232 .149 
5. Student Activities 141 1.200 .108 118 1.205 .132 103 1.171 .128 
6. Disciplinary Services 141 1.374 .170 118 1.384 .181 103 1.358 .204 
7. Financial Aid Services 141 1.166 .224 118 1.173 .202 103 1.148 .197 
8. Placement Services 141 1.262 .189 117 1.268 .196 102 1.228 .212 
9. Special Services 141 1.222 .133 117 1.224 .133 103 1.174 .113 
10. Minority and Inter- 140 1.261 .220 118 1.110 .187 102 1.054 .130 
national Student 
Services 
1^.0=yes; 1.5=don't know; 2„Q=nc. 
S^•D.=standard deviation. 
Table 48. Analysis of variance for t:he ten areas of student personnel services on pro­
vision rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in all colleges 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Provision) (If square df square ratio 
1. 
2. 
Admission and Records 
Counseling Services 
2 
2 
.044 
.238 
360 
361 
.017 
.019 
2.67 
*** 
12.55 
3. Health Services 2 .067 358 .022 3.04* 
4. Housing and Food 2 .117 359 .021 5.47** 
5. Student Activities 2 .038 359 .015 2.53 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .018 359 .034 .53 
7. Financial Aidl Services 2 .018 359 .044 .41 
8. Placement Services 2 .051 357 .039 1.30 
** 
5.48 
40.57*** 
9. 
10. 
Special Services 
Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 
2 
.089 
1.421 
358 
357 
.016 
.035 
P < .05. 
** 
P < .01. 
P < .001. 
Table 49. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student 
personnel services on importance rating classified by 
academic rank (instructor, assistant professor, associate 
professor, professor) in all colleges 
Instructor 
a b 
N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 15 3.912 .293 
2. Counseling Services 15 3.901 .495 
3. Health Services 15 3.770 .499 
4. Housing and Food 15 3.586 .604 
5. Student Activities 15 3.674 .457 
6. Disciplinary Services 15 3.344 .607 
7. Financial Aid Services 15 4.101 .636 
8. Placement Services 15 3.967 .376 
9. Special Services 15 3.561 .520 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
15 3.800 .592 
l^=very unimportant; 2=unimportant; 3=not sure; 4=important; 
5=very important, 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Area 
(Importance) 
Assistant Professor Associate Professor Professor 
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
33 3.964 .390 27 4.057 .424 36 3.926 .607 
33 3.984 .467 27 4.146 .457 36 3.774 .682 
33 3.914 .464 27 3.946 .456 36 3.750 .685 
33 3.677 .554 27 3.804 .536 36 3.432 .732 
33 3.800 .484 27 3.823 .477 36 3.600 .550 
33 3.390 .611 27 3.658 .496 36 3.330 .722 
33 4.280 .531 27 4.284 .478 36 4.080 .710 
33 4.060 .534 27 4.065 .425 36 3.830 .638 
33 3.754 .547 27 3.762 .476 36 3.390 .634 
33 4.091 .579 27 4.293 .444 36 3.880 .585 
Table 50. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on importance 
rating classified by academic rank (instructor, assistant professor, associate 
professor, professor) in all colleges 
Between Within 
Area 
(Importance) 
Mean 
df square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 3 .114 107 .221 .52 
2. Counseling Services 3 .745 107 .300 2.48 
3. Health Services 3 .282 107 .301 .94 
4. Housing and Food 3 .767 107 .385 1.99 
5. Student Activities 3 .349 107 .251 1.39 
6. Disciplinary Services 3 .636 107 .390 1,63 
7. Financial Aid Services 3 .341 107 .358 .95 
8. Placement Services 3 ,399 107 .281 1.42 
9. Special Services 3 1.015 106 .313 
* 
3,25 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
3 1.232 107 .317 3.88 
* 
P < .05. 
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instructors rated Special Services lower on importance than the associ­
ate and the assistant professors. Thus, the hypothesis of no difference 
between academic rank for Special Services was rejected at the .05 level 
of significance. 
Tables 51 and 52 when analyzed indicated a significant difference 
in quality of Disciplinary Services with instructors and professors 
having significantly lower quality ratings than assistant professors and 
associate professors. The hypothesis of no difference between academic 
rank in the quality rating of Disciplinary Services was rejected at the 
.05 level of significance. 
The provision rating of student personnel services by academic rank 
was investigated in Tables 53 and 54. Significant differences in pro­
vision rating for the Health Services were found. Instructors and asso­
ciate professors had lower ratings than assistant professors and pro­
fessors. The hypothesis of no differences by academic rank on the pro­
vision rating in all colleges was rejected at the .05 level of signifi­
cance . 
Table 55 is the summary of means for the ten areas of student per­
sonnel services on perceived importance quality and provision by groups. 
Table 51. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student 
personnel services on quality rating classified by aca-
danic rank (instructor, assistant professor, associate 
professor, professor) in all colleges 
Instructor 
Area 
(Quality) N Mean^  S.D.^  
1. Admission and Records 13 3.776 .524 
2. Counseling Services 13 3.410 .974 
3. Health Services 13 3.526 .785 
4. Housing and Food 13 3.641 .522 
5. Student Activities 13 3.844 .432 
6. Disciplinary Services 10 3.100 1.203 
7. Financial Aid Services 11 4.015 .486 
8. Placement Services 13 3.628 .874 
9. Special Services 13 3.381 .678 
10. Minority and International 12 3.833 .577 
Student Services 
l^=not performed; 2=very poor; 3=poor, 4=satisfactory; 5= 
very well. 
S.D.=standard deviation. 
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Assistant Professor Associate Professor Professor 
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
30 3.936 .386 26 3.969 .544 35 3.826 .603 
27 3.533 .821 24 3.651 .495 32 3.647 .580 
27 3.715 .643 24 3.825 .516 33 3.493 .832 
29 3.871 .481 24 3.904 .447 33 3.711 .604 
30 3.998 .394 26 3.700 .383 34 3.872 .595 
22 3.750 .768 21 3.650 .787 26 3.083 .828 
26 3.753 .744 22 4.010 .467 30 3.811 .572 
28 3.753 .747 25 3.823 .626 29 3.678 .637 
30 3.753 .730 25 3.693 .578 34 3.651 .509 
29 3.741 .740 25 3.860 .490 31 3.936 .479 
Table 52. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by academic rank (instructor, assistant professor, associate 
professor, professor) in all colleges 
Between Within 
Area 
(Qualtiy) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 3 .180 100 .274 .66 
2. Counseling Services 3 .235 92 .489 .48 
3. Health Services 3 .619 93 .499 1.24 
4. Housing and Food 3 .332 95 .274 1.21 
5. Student Activities 3 .130 99 .223 .58 
6. Disciplinary Services 3 2.495 75 .732 
* 
3.41 
7. Financial Aid Services 3 .402 85 .356 1.13 
8. Placement Services 3 .148 91 .495 .30 
9. Special Services 3 .435 98 .383 1.35 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
3 .191 93 .340 .56 
*P < .05. 
Table 53. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student 
personnel services on provision rating classified by 
academic rank (instructor, assistant professor, asso­
ciate professor, professor) in all colleges 
Instructor 
Area 
(Provision) N Mean^  S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 15 1.261 .122 
2. Counseling Services 15 1.301 .148 
3. Health Services 15 1.289 .144 
4. Housing and Food 15 1.255 .167 
5. Student Activities 15 1.213 .149 
6. Disciplinary Services 15 1.350 .184 
7. Financial Aid Services 15 1.211 .240 
8. Placement Services 15 1.208 .199 
9. Special Services 15 1.237 .156 
10. Minority and International 15 1.100 .207 
Student Services 
1^.0=yes; 1.5=don't know; 2.0=no. 
S«D.=standard deviation. 
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Assistant Professor Associate Professor Professor 
N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
33 1.273 .112 
33 1.335 .156 
33 1.311 .138 
33 1.259 .134 
33 1.227 .155 
33 1.447 .168 
33 1.172 .218 
33 1.273 .201 
33 1.223 .165 
33 1.106 .166 
27 1.237 .128 
27 1.293 .135 
26 1.208 .144 
27 1.260 .206 
26 1.155 .090 
26 1.332 .141 
27 1.157 .197 
27 1.245 .195 
26 1.194 .112 
27 1.093 .221 
36 1.285 .157 
36 1.310 .147 
36 1.304 .155 
36 1.243 .113 
36 1.206 .117 
36 1.385 .204 
35 1.171 .183 
36 1.277 .196 
36 1.230 .097 
36 1.090 .136 
Table 54. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by academic rank (instructor, assistant professor, associate 
professor, professor) in all colleges 
Between Within 
Area 
(Provision) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 3 .013 107 .018 .72 
2. Counseling Services 3 .010 107 .022 .44 
3. Health Services 3 .062 106 .021 2.94* 
4. Housing and Food 3 .022 107 .024 .09 
5. Student Activities 3 .027 106 .017 1.62 
6. Disciplinary Services 3 .073 106 .031 2.32 
7. Financial Aid Services 3 .010 106 .042 .23 
8. Placement Services 3 .020 107 .039 .52 
9. Special Services 3 .008 106 .017 
00 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
3 .002 107 .032 .05 
*P < .05. 
Table 55. Total mean responses for all groups 
Scales Students 
X 
Area (Importance) 
1. Admission and Records 3.933 
2. Counseling Services 3.988 
3. Health Services 3.916 
4. Housing and Food 3.705 
5. Student Activities 3.772 
6. Disciplinary Services 3.300 
7. Financial Aid Services 4.313 
8. Placement Services 4.196 
9. Special Services 3.976 
10. Minority and International 3.886 
Student Services 
Area (Quality) 
1. Admission and Records 3.537 
2. Counseling Services 3.249 
3. Health Services 3.423 
4. Housing and Food 3.346 
5. Student Activities 3.820 
6. Disciplinary Services 3.204 
7. Financial Aid Services 3.582 
8. Placement Services 3.509 
9. Special Services 3.361 
10. Minority and International 3.514 
Student Services 
Adminis-
Faculty trators Total sample 
X X X  
3.965 3.959 3.951 
3.931 3.993 3.970 
3.835 3.794 3.855 
3.613 3.640 3.657 
3.699 3.767 3.747 
3.420 3.501 3.396 
4.193 4.244 4.254 
3.986 3.961 4.061 
3.604 3.530 3.727 
4.025 4.139 4.004 
3.900 3.915 3.761 
3.582 3.689 3.482 
3.659 3.621 3.551 
3.800 3.823 3.622 
3.910 3.987 3.896 
3.400 3.530 3.354 
3.864 3.821 3.736 
3.750 3.759 3.655 
3.653 3.730 3.557 
3.850 3.990 3.774 
Area (Provision) 
1. Admission and Records 1.252 
2. Counseling Services 1.349 
3. Health Services 1.251 
4. Housing and Food 1.293 
5. Student Activities 1.200 
6. Disciplinary Sertfices 1.374 
7. Financial Aid Services 1.166 
8. Placement Services 1.262 
9. Special Services 1.222 
10. Minority and International 1.261 
Student Services 
1.267 1.227 1.250 
1.312 1.260 1.311 
1.282 1.296 1.274 
1.256 1.232 1.263 
1.205 1.171 1.193 
1.384 1.358 1.373 
1.173 1.148 1.163 
1.268 1.228 1.254 
1.224 1.174 1.209 
1.110 1.054 1.153 
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Discussion 
This research has examined students, faculty and administrators' 
perceptions of student personnel services at Iowa State University. The 
findings of this study indicated that there are some areas in which stu­
dents, faculty and administrators agree and some areas in which they 
differ in their perceptions of importance, quality and provision of stu­
dent personnel services. 
Generally speaking all respondents found the services important. 
Research by Zimmerman (1963), Jones (1972), Bringhurst (1972), and Mclver 
(1976) reported similar findings. 
In this study all respondents agreed on the importance of six of 
the ten services. These six services are: Admission and Records, Coun­
seling Services, Health Services, Housing and Food, Student Activities 
and Financial Aid Services. 
Disciplinary Services and Minority and International Student Ser­
vices were perceived as being more important by administrators than by 
students. It would appear that since Disciplinary Services are an admin­
istrative function, administrators would consider them very important as 
opposed to the students, the majority of whom would have no personal in­
volvement with these services. 
Minority and International Student Services would be perceived as 
being particularly important by administrators because these programs 
provide an international flavor to a university campus which 
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administrators with cosmopolitan broad outlooks find desirable and be­
cause these programs are monitored by Federal funding. These services 
would not be perceived as being very important by students because 
minority and international students represent only a small percentage 
of the total student population. 
Placement Services were viewed as being more important to students 
than to administrators because short- and long-range goals of students 
in higher education during the latter half of the 70s are oriented 
closely to employment. Today's students appear to be pragmatically ori­
ented to their own needs as well as to the world outside and their per­
ception of Special Services as being very important may relate to this 
attitude. 
There is no apparent reason why students in the Colleges of Science 
and Humanities and Engineering viewed Counseling and Health Services as 
more important than administrators and faculty. Nor does there appear 
to be any reason why students in the College of Engineering viewed Finan 
cial Aid Services as being much more important than administrators or 
faculty. It may be that students in these particular groups have had 
more interactions with these specific services and therefore they value 
these services. 
Generally speaking, it is certainly apparent that all groups per­
ceive existing student personnel services as being important at Iowa 
State University. 
The research has shown that generally students are satisfied with 
some student personnel services and dissatisfied with others. Jones 
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(1972) found that all students expressed a need for improvement of ser­
vices. This study found that faculty and/or administrators perceived 
the quality of student personnel services at Iowa State University as 
being higher than the students' perceptions of these services. 
It is important to understand that students in some colleges 
perceived some services as being of lower quality than faculty and/or 
administrators in those colleges. This ties in with the general research 
finding cited earlier that some students are satisfied with some services 
and dissatisfied with others. 
Harris (1968) and Bringhurst (1972) found large numbers of faculty 
were unfamiliar with student personnel services. Jones (1972) found 
that students knew about the location of student personnel services. 
This study found all respondents agreed in their perceptions of provi­
sions of half of the existing student personnel services: Admission 
and Records, Student Activities, Disciplinary Services, Financial Aid 
Services and Placement Services. 
Students rated provision of the other five services signifi­
cantly different from faculty and administrators. These results indi­
cated that students either don't know about the provisions of these 
services or that they perceived that these services were not avail­
able. 
It was surprising to find that classification of students as sopho­
mores, juniors, and seniors showed no significant differences in their 
responses to the questionnaire. It was expected that students who had 
been at Iowa State University over longer periods of time might consider 
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student personnel services to be more important, and that they might be 
more informed about the quality and provisions of existing services. 
Another notable finding pertained to faculty ranking and their per­
ceptions of importance, quality and provision of student personnel ser­
vices. Two of the three significant differences that were found placed 
professors and instructors together as differentiated from assistant 
professors and associate professors. The third significant difference 
showed instructors and associate professors as differentiated frcan assis­
tant professors or professors. There is no apparent reason for these 
findings. Any differences that might have been expected would have 
been based on the expectation that either higher rank would go along 
with more information or perhaps lower rank might mean being closer to 
students. It is therefore impossible to explain the significant differ­
ences based on faculty rank. 
This study has examined three different sample groups' perceptions 
of ten different student personnel areas in terms of three criteria--
importance, quality and provision. As a result of information presented, 
the following conclusions have been made: 
1. Perceptions of Importance for the Ten Areas of Student Personnel 
Services at Iowa State University. 
a. For the total sample in all colleges all respondents agreed in 
their perceptions of importance for Admission and Records, Coun­
seling Services, Health Services, Housing and Food, Student 
Activities and Financial Aid Services. 
b. Administrators perceived that Disciplinary Services and Minority 
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and International Student Services were of more importance than 
did the students. 
c. Students perceived Placement and Special Services as being more 
important than did the administrators. 
d. In the College of Veterinary Medicine administrators perceived 
Disciplinary Services as being of more importance than did the 
students, agreeing with the total sample. 
e. Respondents in the College of Science and Humanities and the 
College of Engineering agreed with the total sample in Placement 
Services and Special Services. In addition, in these two col­
leges, the students perceived Counseling Services and Health Ser­
vices to be of much more importance than the administrators and 
faculty. In the College of Engineering, students perceived 
Financial Aid Services much more important than their adminis­
trators and faculty. 
f. In the College of Agriculture administrators perceived Minority 
and International Student Services to be of much more importance 
than did the students. 
g. In the College of Home Economics respondents agreed with the 
overall sample in the importance of Special Services. 
2. Perceptions of Quality of the Ten. Areas of Student Personnel Ser­
vices at Iowa State University. 
a. For the total sample in all colleges there were differences in 
how the respondents perceived quality in the ten (10) areas of 
student personnel services. The faculty and/or administrators 
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all perceived the quality of student personnel services at Iowa 
State University to be higher than the students' perceptions. 
b. Respondents in the College of Agriculture agreed with the total 
sample in their perceptions of the quality of Admission and 
Records, Counseling Services, Housing and Food Services and 
Minority and International Student Services. 
c. College of Education respondents agreed with the overall sample 
in their perceptions of the quality of Minority and International 
Student Services. 
d. Respondents in the College of Engineering agreed with the overall 
sample in their perceptions of the quality of Admission and 
Records, Counseling Services, Housing and Food, and Special 
Services. 
e. College of Home Economics respondents agreed with the overall 
sample in their perceptions of the quality of Admission and 
Records, Housing and Food, and Special Services. 
f. Respondents in the College of Science and Humanities agreed with 
the overall sample in their perceptions of the quality of Ad­
mission and Records, Counseling Services, Housing and Food, 
Placement Services and Financial Aid Services. 
g. College of Veterinary Medicine respondents agreed with the over­
all sample in their perceptions of the quality of Health Ser­
vices, and Housing and Food Services. 
3. Perceptions of Provision for Accomplishing the Ten Areas of Student 
Personnel Services at Iowa State University. 
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For the total sample in all colleges all respondents agreed in 
their perceptions of provisions in Admission and Records, Student 
Activities, Disciplinary Services, Financial Aid Services and 
Placement Services. There were differences in Counseling Ser­
vices, Housing and Food, Special Services and Minority and Inter­
national Student Services with the students indicating that 
they either didn't know about the provision of services or that 
they perceived that the services were not available. The admin­
istrators rated provision of Health Services higher than either 
the faculty or students thus indicating that they were not 
aware of the Health Services. 
In the College of Agriculture there were differences in Counsel­
ing Services, Housing and Food, Special Services, and Minority 
and International Student Services. 
In the College of Education there were differences in Counseling 
Services, Special Services and Minority and International Stu­
dent Services. 
In the College of Engineering there were differences perceived 
in the provision of Counseling Services and Minority and Inter­
national Student Services. 
In the College of Home Economics there were differences perceived 
in the provision of Housing and Food, Disciplinary Services and 
Minority and International Student Services. 
In the College of Science and Humanities there were differences 
perceived in the provision of Housing and Food, Placement 
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Services and Minority and International Student Services, 
g. In the College of Veterinary Medicine there were differences 
perceived in the provision of Special Services. 
4. Student Classification 
For this sample the classification of student (i.e., sophomore, 
junior, senior), showed no significant differences in their responses 
to the questionnaire. 
5. Faculty Rank 
a. Professors and instructors rated Special Services lower in im­
portance than assistant or associate professors. 
b. Instructors and professors rated Disciplinary Services lower 
in quality than assistant professors and associate professors. 
c. Instructors and associate professors perceived the provision of 
Health Services lower than assistant professors or professors. 
Limitations 
Research studies have certain limitations which need to be recog­
nized before the results are useful. The limitations of this study were: 
1. A smaller sample size than originally expected was due to mis­
placed surveys, failure of respondents in replying, nature of 
the questionnaire and deadline dates which were too tight. 
2. The questionnaires which were sent out were coded so that 
follow-up with nonrespondents would be possible. Concern was 
expressed by several members of the sample that these ques­
tionnaires were not completely anonymous. It may be that more 
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responses would have been forthcoming if total anonymity had 
been possible. 
3. Results from this study are only applicable to Iowa State 
University. 
4. For the purposes of this study student personnel workers, and 
administrators were not surveyed. 
Recommendations 
In view of the findings of this study several recommendations seem 
appropriate. 
Reccamnendations for implementation 
It would appear from this study that there is a large mass of in­
formation and misinformation among students, faculty and administrators 
concerning student personnel services at Iowa State University. 
Because Iowa State University has a wide range of services avail­
able, with an enrollment of over 22,000 students it seems clear that a 
major effort needs to be made to acquaint students, faculty and adminis­
trators with the many and diverse services available on campus. 
Increased articulation among student personnel staff and students, 
faculty and administrators may produce the following outcomes: 
1. Better continuity and coordination of services in all areas. 
2. Increased cooperation and collaboration among student personnel 
staff, faculty and administrators toward achievement of camnon 
student-related goals. 
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Greater assistance to students as a result of increased coordi­
nation of student personnel services and academic programs to 
enhance student development. 
Some attention should be given student perceptions of the qual­
ity of student Counseling Services and Disciplinary Services. 
Special attention needs to be given to the area of Discipli­
nary Services. In all cases, the mean quality rating of Dis­
ciplinary Services was the lowest for all student personnel 
services within each category. 
Administrators need to devote more effort in communicating the 
goals, objectives and benefits of the Minority and International 
Student programs to the students and faculty. 
Student personnel staff should spend more time reviewing and 
communicating with faculty and administrators regarding per­
ceived importance of Special Services, i.e., parking services, 
handicap provisions, campus protective services (police and 
fire), special remedial services, programs for women, and 
counseling services to noncollege persons. 
The publicity models for Minority and International Student 
programs and Student Financial Aid Services which have caused 
a positive rating on provision may serve as models for other 
programs. 
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Recommendations for further research 
This study has examined student personnel services at Iowa State 
University. Future researchers may contemplate the following sugges­
tions in the replication or expansion of this study. 
1. An indepth study of individual colleges may yield more specific 
information that would be of value within each college. 
2. Student personnel staff and administrators should be included 
in further studies of this nature for the purposes of a broader 
more meaningful comparison. 
3. A longitudinal study that would follow students through their 
four-year undergraduate span would provide information per­
taining to changes of perceptions over time of student person­
nel services at Iowa State University. 
4. The inclusion of graduate students in the student population 
being studied might provide additional valuable information 
about needs of graduate students. 
5. Further statistical treatment of the data may reveal additional 
information. 
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SUMMARY 
The study was designed to examine student, faculty and administra­
tors' perceptions of the importance of ten areas of student personnel 
services at Iowa State University, their evaluation of the perfomance 
in the ten areas of student services at Iowa State University and their 
perceptions of existing provisions for accomplishing services in the 
ten areas of student personnel services at Iowa State University. The 
data were obtained from systematic random samples of 141 students, 121 
faculty and 104 administrators. 
The instrument used to gather the data was the Perceptions of Stu­
dent Personnel Services Questionnaire, which was administered to under­
graduate students, faculty and administrators in the Colleges of Agricul­
ture, Education, Engineering, Home Economics, Science and Humanities, 
and Veterinary Medicine in October, 1977 and November, 1977. The data 
for the study were key-punched by the Student Affairs Research Office 
and processed in April 1977 by the Iowa State University computer. 
At the outset of this study 262 students, 251 faculty and 111 ad­
ministrators were randomly chosen to participate, but due to several 
refusals to participate, time delays, and misplaced surveys, the final 
number of respondents were 141 students, 121 faculty and 104 administra­
tors. 
The data received frcsn this sample were used to test the following 
null hypotheses. 
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1. There will be no differences among students, faculty, and 
administrators within colleges in terms of the perceptions of 
importance, evaluation of performance, and perceptions of 
existing provisions for accomplishing each of the ten areas 
of student personnel services at Iowa State University. 
2. There will be no differences among sophomores, juniors and 
seniors within colleges in terms of the perceptions of impor­
tance, evaluation of performance and perceptions of existing 
provisions for accomplishing each of the ten areas of student 
personnel services at Iowa State University. 
3. There will be no differences among academic ranks within col­
leges in terms of the perceptions of importance, evaluation of 
performance and perceptions of existing provisions for accom­
plishing each of the ten areas of student personnel services 
at Iowa State University. 
The first and third hypotheses were rejected based on the data. In 
both cases some significant differences were found among and within the 
groups included in this investigation. 
An analysis of the data failed to reject the second hypothesis. 
No significant differences were found among sophomores, juniors, and 
seniors within colleges in terns of their perceptions of importance, 
evaluation of performance and perceptions of existing provisions for 
accomplishing the ten areas of student personnel services at Iowa State 
University. 
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Student personnel services have been available at Iowa State Univer­
sity since 1967 and this study was an attempt at examining the percep­
tions of existing services on this campus held by students, faculty and 
administrators. All groups perceived student personnel services to be 
important, but variations existed as to quality and whether or not pro­
vision was made for certain services (i.e., Minority and International 
Student Services, Counseling Services, and Disciplinary Services). 
A first step in developing awareness across campus might be for the 
Vice-President of Student Affairs in conjunction with student personnel 
staff, the academic staff and administrators to launch a public relations 
program that would increase knowledge and information about existing 
services. This could be done through the student newspaper, organized 
living groups, married student housing and within colleges and de­
partments. 
Clear lines of communication between student personnel staff and 
student, faculty and administrator groups must continue to be enhanced 
at all levels if student personnel services are to remain a viable and 
integral part of the environment at Iowa State University. 
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APPENDIX A; QUESTIONNAIRE 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
of Science and Technology 
AMES, IOWA 50010 
Vice President Identification Number 
For Student Affairs 
Dear Colleague: 
Would you please participate in a research study concerning perceptions of 
Student Personnel Services at Iowa State University? The purpose of the 
study is to examine administrators, faculty, and students perceptions of 
existing student personnel services, which are typically defined as ser­
vices other than classroom instruction. For each of the services listed 
you are asked: 
1. How important is the service for Iowa State University? 
2. Do you know if the service is currently provided? 
3. Rate the quality of the service. 
The results of this study will be used in the development and implementa­
tion of programs directly relating to the quality of life for students at 
Iowa State University. A selected portion of the data will be used by 
Mr. Sheldon Pinsky for a specific research project. 
Your responses to the enclosed questionnaire will be confidential and 
used for statistical purposes only. Each questionnaire has an identifi­
cation number so follow-up reminders can be sent if needed. 
Please return your cmpleted questionnaire in the enclosed return envelope 
(administrators and faculty by campus mail to the Student Affairs Research 
Office, 32 Carver Hall) by October 31. Thank you for your help in this 
study. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Thomas B. Thielen 
Vice President 
Student Affairs 
PLEASE RESPOND TO THE 
1. Status: 
Student 
Faculty 
Administrator 
2. Age at last birthday: 
Larry H. Ebbers, Assistant Dean 
College of Education 
Coordinator of Student Personnel 
Academic Programs. 
FOLLOWING ITEMS 
Male 
Female 
4. College: 
Agriculture 
Education 
Engineering 
Home Economics 
Science and Humanities 
Veterinary Medicine 
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DIRECTIONS; 
Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
IMPORTANCE 
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1. Specialized staff members 
work with faculty and stu­
dents on problems such as 
study habits, time sched­
uling, etc., which may be 
causes of scholastic in­
efficiency. 
1 U
n
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t 
2. Information is made avail­
able to individual stu­
dents concerning all types 
of career opportunities 
for college graduates, in­
cluding requirements for 
these fields. 
3. All types of financial aid 
are coordinated, including 
scholarships, loans, and 
placement assistance. 
4. A program of religious 
activity is made available 
through the university. 
5. Psychological diagnosis, 
psychotherapy, and psychi­
atric care are made avail­
able for students with 
emotional problems. 
6. The university's require­
ments are interpreted to 
the prospective student. 
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DIRECTIONS : 
Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
IMPORTANCE 
CURRENTLY 
PROVIDED? QUALITY 
V
e
r
y
 
U
n
im
po
rt
an
t 
U
n
im
po
rt
an
t 
N
o
t
 
S
u
r
e
 
I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 
V
e
r
y
 
I
m
p
o
r
t
a
n
t
 
Y
e
s
 
ê D
o
n
 
'
 
t
 
K
n
o
w
 
N
o
t
 
P
e
r
f
o
r
m
e
d
 
V
e
r
y
 
P
o
o
r
 
P
o
o
r
 
S
a
t
is
fa
ct
or
y 
V
e
r
y
 
W
e
l
l
 
7. The university's services 
are interpreted to the 
prospective wtudent. 
8. Background information 
concerning individual 
students is provided to 
advisors to facilitate 
individualization of the 
educational process. 
9. The university maintains 
a record of the student's 
academic achievement. 
10. The university maintains 
a record of administra­
tive actions pertaining 
to the student. 
11, The university has a well-
defined policy regarding 
standards of student be­
havior . 
12. Well-balanced meals are 
made available to the 
students through campus 
facilities. 
13. Assistance is given for 
the special problems of 
foreign or exchange stu­
dents . 
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DIRECTIONS ; 
Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
IMPORTANCE 
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14. Campus protective ser­
vices (police and fire) 
are provided. 
15. Special remedial services 
are provided for students 
with poorly developed 
academic skills. 
16. Physical examinations are 
required of new students. 
17. Provision is made for on-
campus driving and parking 
of student vehicles. 
18. A thorough program of new 
student orientation is 
provided. 
i 
19. Student organizations are 
encouraged for the fur­
therance of peer inter­
action 
20. Causes of exccssxve ab­
sence are analyzed, and 
steps are taken toward 
the improvement of atten­
dance . 
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DIRECTIONS : 
Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
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CURRENTLY 
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21. The procedure for obtain­
ing financial assistance 
is intended to be an edu­
cational experience for 
the student. 
22. Medical services are made 
available for students. 
23. Off-campus student hous­
ing units are inspected 
regularly to maintain 
standards of good living. 
24. The university assumes 
responsibility for the 
housing of married under­
graduate students. 
25. A wide range of recrea­
tional opportunities for 
students is provided by 
the university. 
26. All contacts with prospec­
tive students are coordi­
nated. 
27. Academic and career gui­
dance is made available to 
students for better under­
standing of their poten­
tialities and limitations. 
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Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
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28. In regulating student con­
duct, the university util­
izes the disciplinary 
situation as a rehabilita­
tive and educational ex­
perience. 
29. Data, such as the stu­
dents' educational prep­
aration, job and extra­
curricular experience, 
letters of recommendation, 
are made available to 
potential employers. 
30. The living units contrib­
ute to the development of 
responsible group member­
ship, leadership, and 
sound morale. 
1 
31. Preventive medicine is 
provided, including regu­
lar examinations, pro­
grams of inoculation, and 
health education. 
32. Interviews are conducted 
with students desiring to 
withdraw from school to 
reach the best solution 
commensurable with the stu­
dent' s aspirations and the 
university's welfare. 
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Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
IMPORTANCE CURRENTLY 
PROVIDED? 
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33. Financial aid is avail­
able to needy students. 
34. Financial aid is avail­
able to strong academic 
students. 
35. Specific information and 
instructions on standards, 
regulations, and tradi­
tions of the institution 
are provided to incoming 
students. 
36. Special assistance is 
given to veterans regard­
ing problems related to 
college attendance. 
37. All student job placement 
functions are coordinated. 
38. A program of lectures and 
concerts is supported by 
the university. 
39. For balance in the total 
program, student activi­
ties are centrally sched­
uled and limited. 
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Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
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40. Counseling is available 
for students to assist 
them in overcoming per­
sonality defects which 
interfere with their per­
sonal happiness. 
41. Sorority and fraternity 
housing is under univer­
sity supervision. 
42. University policy makes 
provision for informing 
instructional faculty mem­
bers about the student 
life program and services 
of the csmpus. 
43. Students of superior abil­
ity who are not achieving 
at their capacity receive 
individual assistance to 
stimulate achievement. 
44. The university regulates 
fraternity and sorority 
membership, "rushing", and 
participation in campus 
activities by social organ­
izations 
45. Pre-college counseling and 
college career planning is 
offered on an individual 
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Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
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46. Information is communi­
cated to staff and stu­
dents about the job mar­
ket, salaries, and place­
ment trends in a wide 
variety of fields. 
47, Records of participation 
in extracurricular activ­
ities are included in the 
permanent record file of 
each student. 
48. Special housing for unmar­
ried graduate students is 
provided by the university. 
49. A diagnostic service is 
made available for student 
use in the determination 
of academic aptitudes, 
achievement, vocational 
interests, and personality 
development. 
50. Appropriate provisions are 
made for handicapped stu­
dents . 
51. Assistance is provided for 
obtaining part-time em­
ployment. 
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Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
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52. Student government shares 
in the educational program 
and policy development per­
taining to student behavior­
al standards and methods of 
dealing with campus viola­
tions. 
54. Medical care is made avail­
able for injured students 
on campus. 
55. Surgical care is made avail­
able for injured students 
on campus. 
56. The residence halls are 
supervised by personnel who 
are in communication with 
counselors, other student 
affairs agencies, and 
faculty members. 
1 1 1 1 
57. Student activities are pro­
vided to contribute to the 
development and training of 
student leaders. 
58. Counseling services are ex­
tended to noncollege per­
sons in the community on a 
fee basis. 
123 
DIRECTIONS ; 
Quickly check your three 
ratings for each service 
in the box provided. 
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59. The university encourages 
acceptance by the individ­
ual of societal standards 
of morality. 
60. The university makes pro­
vision for assistance to 
students involved in viola­
tions of public laws. 
61. Counseling is available 
for students to assist 
them in overcoming person­
ality defects which inter­
fere with their academic 
effectiveness. 
62. Iowa State provides for 
the educational and social 
needs of minority students. 
63. Iowa State makes provision 
for assistance in coordi­
nating programs for women. 
64. Provision is made by Iowa 
State to assist students in 
locating off-campus hous­
ing. 
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STUDENTS; 
Current student classification: 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate 
FACIJLTY/ADMINISTRATORS : 
1. Years employed at ISU 
2. Administrative title: 
Type of housing where you now reside: 
Residence hall 
University Student Apartments 
_____ Greek System 
Off-campus 
Marital status: 
_____ Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Separated 
Residency for tuition purposes; 
Iowa resident 
Non-resident 
Citizenship ; 
U.S. citizen 
U.S. Permanent Resident 
Visa 
Other 
Check if you are one of the 
following HEW "Protected 
Classes": 
Black 
American Indian 
Spanish American 
Oriental 
Asian, non-oriental 
Dean 
Associate/Assistant Dean 
Department Head/Acting 
Head 
Department Chairperson/ 
Acting Chairperson 
Director 
Associate/Assistant 
Director 
Other (please specify 
below) 
3. Academic Rank: 
Instructor 
Assistant Professor 
Associate Professor 
Full Professor 
4. Approximate percentage of time 
devoted to each of the follow­
ing (please fill in the per­
centage) : 
Research 
Teaching 
Extension 
Administration 
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APPENDIX B: FOLLOW-UP LETTER 
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IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
of Science and Technology 
AMES, IOWA 50010 
Vice President 
For Student Affairs 
November 29, 1977 
Dear Colleague: 
Recently you received a questionnaire concerning your perceptions 
of student personnel services at Iowa State University. 
If you have not already done so, we would appreciate it very much 
if you would take a few minutes to complete the questionnaire. 
The research will be very important in the development of programs 
relating to the quality of life for students at Iowa State University. 
For your convenience, you will find enclosed a second copy of the 
questionnaire. Please return your completed questionnaire to Room 32 
Carver Hall. Your participation and cooperation in this research 
project will certainly be very much appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Thomas B. Thielen Larry H. Ebbers Sheldon Pinsky 
Vice President, Assistant Dean, Graduate Student, 
Student Affairs College of Education Higher Education 
Coordinator of Student 
Personnel Academic 
Programs 
Enclosure 
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APPENDIX C: TABLES SHOWING NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES 
IN THE TEN AREAS OF STUDENT PERSONNEL AT 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Table 56. Means aind standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
importance rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the 
College of Education 
Students Faculty Administrators 
Scales 
(Importance) N Mean^ S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 21 4.049 .474 11 3.849 .987 18 4.182 .442 
2. Counseling Services 21 3.987 .374 11 3.777 1.043 18 4.253 .448 
3. Health Services 21 4.008 .300 11 3.682 .999 18 4.056 .521 
4. Housing and Food 21 3.974 .426 11 3.748 1.044 18 3.940 .514 
5. Student Activities 21 3.935 .493 11 3.840 .779 18 4.045 .400 
6. Disciplinary Services 21 3.476 .512 11 3.644 .681 18 3.634 .486 
7. Financial Aid Services 21 4.492 .544 11 4.000 1.174 18 4.352 .450 
8. Placement Services 21 4.286 .526 11 4.046 1.011 18 4.181 .494 
9. Special Services 21 4.089 .336 11 3.765 .989 18 3.843 .455 
10. Minority and Inter- 21 4.071 .396 11 4.000 .866 18 4.306 .489 
national Student 
Services 
i^=very unimportant; 2=unimportant; 3=not sure; 4=important; 5=very important. 
^S.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 57. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on importance 
rating classified by students, faculty and administrators in the College of 
Education 
Between Within 
Scales Mean Mean F-
(Importance) df square df square ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .377 47 .373 1.01 
2. Counseling Services 2 .818 47 .364 2.25 
3. Health Services 2 .531 47 .349 1.52 
4. Housing and Food 2 .195 47 .404 .48 
5. Student Activities 2 .149 47 .290 .52 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .160 47 .296 .54 
7. Financial Aid Service 2 .879 47 .492 1.79 
8. Placement Services 2 .211 47 .424 .50 
9. Special Services 2 .483 47 .332 1.46 
10. Minority and International 2 .404 47 .313 1.29 
Student Services 
Table 58. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on ^ 
importance rating classified by sophomores, juniors and seniors in all colleges 
Sophomore Junior Senior 
Scales 
(Importance) N b Mean S.D.^  N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 31 3.939 .408 49 3.898 .544 61 3.964 .503 
2. Counseling Services 31 4.036 .392 49 3.971 .482 61 3.977 .545 
3. Health Services 31 3.941 .503 49 3.862 .570 61 3.947 .525 
4. Housing and Food 31 3.799 .488 49 3.680 .626 61 3.677 .584 
5. Student Activities 31 3.749 .352 49 3.742 .527 61 3.809 .556 
6. Disciplinary Services 31 3.290 .475 49 3.364 .669 61 3.253 .603 
7. Financial Aid Services 31 4.462 .419 49 4.225 .689 61 4.309 .572 
8. Placement Services 31 4.218 .515 49 4.133 .644 61 4.236 .634 
9. Special Services 31 3.984 .433 49 3.937 .508 61 4.003 .564 
10. Minority and Inter- 31 3.887 .667 49 3.796 .763 60 3.958 .766 
national Student 
Services 
^In Veterinary Medicine College, third- and fourth-year students were combined to correspond 
to senior level students in the other colleges. 
^l=very unimportant; 2=unimportant; 3=not sure; 4=important ; 5=very important. 
^S.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 59. Analysis of variance for Che ten areas of student personnel services on importance 
rating classified by sophomores, juniors and seniors in all colleges^ 
Between Within 
Area 
(Importance) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .059 138 .249 .24 
2. Counseling Seirvices 2 .045 138 .243 .19 
3. Health Services 2 .109 138 .288 .38 
4. Housing and Food 2 .175 138 .336 .52 
5. Student Activities 2 .071 138 .265 .27 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .170 138 .362 .47 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .538 138 .345 1.56 
8. Placement Services 2 .155 138 .377 .41 
9. Special Services 2 .060 138 .269 .22 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .356 137 .554 .64 
I^n Veterinary Medicine College,, third- and fourth-year students were combined to 
correspond to senior level students in the other colleges. 
Table 60. Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on 
quality rating classified by sophomores, juniors and seniors in all colleges® 
Sophomore Junior Senior 
Scales 
(Quality) N 
b 
Mean S.D.^ N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 31 3.582 .602 48 3.548 .603 61 3.505 .667 
2. Counseling Services 28 3.347 .821 46 3.214 .766 59 3.230 .845 
3. Health Services 31 3.463 .583 49 3.310 .661 61 3.494 .591 
4. Housing and Food 31 3.387 .775 49 3.309 .790 61 3.355 .727 
5. Student Activities 31 3.816 .605 49 3.825 .457 61 3.817 .559 
6. Disciplinary Services 27 3.259 1.046 43 3.275 1.052 59 3.127 .923 
7. Financial Aid Services 29 3.695 .757 46 3.440 1.029 57 3.637 .891 
8. Placement Services 28 3.610 .664 44 3.850 .905 60 3.553 .794 
9. Special Services 31 3.880 .713 49 3.333 .600 61 3.369 .593 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
21 3.571 1.028 35 3.643 .888 52 3.404 .985 
^In Veterinary Medicine College, third- and fourth-year students were combined to correspond 
to senior level students in the other colleges. 
l^=not performed; 2=very poor; 3-poor; 4=satisfactory; 5=very well. 
«D.=standard deviation. 
Table 61. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on quality 
rating classified by sophomores, juniors and seniors in all colleges 
Between Within 
Area 
(Quality) df 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .065 137 .399 .16 
2. Counseling Services 2 .174 130 .662 .26 
3. Health Services 2 .491 138 .378 1.30 
4. Housing and Food 2 .061 138 .578 .11 
5. Student Activities 2 .001 138 .288 .01 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .325 126 .970 .34 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .724 129 .038 .86 
8. Placement Services 2 .542 129 .654 .83 
9. Special Services 2 .033 138 .388 .09 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .641 105 .928 .69 
^In Veterinary Medicine College, third- and fourth-year students were combined to 
correspond to senior level students in the other colleges. 
Table 62, Means and standard deviations for ten areas of student personnel services on ^ 
provision rating classified by sophomores, juniors and seniors in all colleges 
Sophomore Junior Senior 
Scales 
(Provision) N 
b 
Mean S.D.^ N Mean S.D. N Mean S.D. 
1. Admission and Records 31 1.230 .093 49 1.269 .136 61 1.249 .116 
2. Counseling Services 31 1.344 .145 49 1.356 .123 61 1.347 .142 
3. Health Services 31 1.233 .120 49 1.276 .157 61 1.240 .123 
4. Housing and Food 31 1.262 .141 49 1.294 .144 61 .133 .017 
5. Student Activities 31 1.193 .086 49 1.215 ,126 61 1.192 .103 
6. Disciplinary Services 31 1.363 .169 49 1.400 .177 61 1.359 .166 
7. Financial Aid Services 31 1.129 .186 49 1.196 .244 61 1.160 .225 
8. Placement Services 31 1.242 .191 49 1.299 .189 61 1.242 .187 
9. Special Services 31 1.201 .145 49 1.246 .144 61 1.214 .116 
10. Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
30 1.250 .218 49 1.311 .208 61 1.225 .227 
^In Veterinary Medicine College, third- and fourth-year students were combined to correspond 
to senior level students in the other colleges. 
^1.0=yes; 1.5~don't know; 2.0=no. 
.D.=standard deviation. 
Table 63. Analysis of variance for the ten areas of student personnel services on provision 
rating classified by sophomores, juniors and seniors in all colleges 
Between Within 
Area 
(Provision) di: 
Mean 
square df 
Mean 
square 
F-
ratio 
1. Admission and Records 2 .015 138 .014 1.09 
2. Counseling Seivices 2 .002 138 .019 .10 
3. Health Services 2 .023 138 .018 1.27 
4. Housing and Food 2 .022 138 .019 1.12 
5. Student Activities 2 .077 138 .012 . 66 
6. Disciplinary Services 2 .025 138 .029 .85 
7. Financial Aid Services 2 .044 138 .050 .87 
8. Placement Services 2 .051 138 .036 1.44 
9. Special Services 2 .023 138 .018 1.30 
10. Minority and International 
Student Services 
2 .102 137 .048 2.15 
^In Veterinary Medicine Collegethird- and fourth-year students were combined to correspond 
to senior level students in the other colleges. 
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APPENDIX D: TABLE OF ALL THE MEANS THAT ARE DIFFERENT 
Table 64. Summary of the pairs of means which were 
Area 
Importance 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Provision 
Provision 
Provision 
Provision 
Provision 
Quality 
Scale 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Housing and Food 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Admission and Records 
Counseling Services 
Counseling Services 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Housing and Food 
Special Services 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Group A 
Title 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Provision Counseling Services Faculty 
indicated significant by the Scheffe test 
Group E 
X Title X College 
3.750 Administrators 4.194 Agriculture 
3.489 Administrators 3,961 Agriculture 
3.472 Administrators 4.000 Agriculture 
3.622 Administrators 3.972 Agriculture 
3.228 Administrators 3.750 Agriculture 
1.380 Administrators 1.245 Agriculture 
1.280 Administrators 1.014 Agriculture 
1.280 Faculty 1.083 Agriculture 
1.291 Administrators 1.209 Agriculture 
1.264 Administrators 1.722 Agriculture 
3.441 Administrators 4.139 Education 
1.363 Administrators 1.223 Education 
Provision Minority and Inter- Students 
national Student 
Services 
Provision Minority and Inter- Students 
national Student 
Services 
Provision Special Services Faculty 
Importance Counseling Services Students 
Importance Health Services Students 
Importance Financial Aid Services Students 
Importance Financial Aid Services Students 
Importance Placement Services Students 
Importance Placement Services Students 
Importance Special Services Students 
Importance Special Services Students 
Quality Admission and Records Students 
Quality Counseling Services Students 
Quality Housing and Food Students 
Quality Special Services Students 
Provision Counseling Services Students 
Provision Minority and Inter- Students 
national Student 
Services 
Provision Minority and Inter- Students 
national Student 
Services 
Importance Special Services Students 
1 .238 Administrators 1 .042 Education 
1 .238 Faculty 1 .068 Education 
1 .249 Administrators 1 .140 Education 
4 .064 Administrators 3 .695 Engineering 
4 .037 Administrators 3 .594 Engineering 
4 .387 Administrators 3 .917 Engineering 
4 .387 Faculty 3 .714 Engineering 
4 .227 Administrators 3 .822 Engineering 
4 .227 Faculty 3 .679 Engineering 
3 .929 Administrators 3 .352 Engineering 
3, .929 Faculty 3 .250 Engineering 
3 .429 Administrators 3 .95^  Engineering 
3 .039 Administrators 3 .711 Engineering 
3, ,126 Administrators 3, .671 Engineering 
3. 235 Administrators 3, .611 Engineering 
1, .406 Administrators 1, .272 Engineering 
1. 323 Administrators 1, .118 Engineering 
1. 323 Faculty 1. ,125 Engineering 
4. 177 Administrators 3. 697 Home Economj 
Table 63 (Continued) 
Area 
Quality 
Quality 
Provision 
Provision 
Provision 
Importance 
Scale 
Housing and Food 
Housing and Food 
Housing and Food 
Disciplinary Services 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Counseling Services 
Importance Health Services 
Group i 
Title 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Faculty 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Importance Special Services Students 
Importance Special Services Students 
Quality Admission and Records Students 
Quality Admission and Records Students 
Quality Counseling Services Students 
Quality Counseling Services Students 
Group B 
X Title X College 
3 .393 Faculty 3 .923 Home Economics 
3 .393 Administrators 4 .108 Heme Economics 
1 .283 Administrators 1 .143 Home Economics 
1 .415 Administrators 1 .258 Home Economics 
1 .208 Faculty 1 .058 Home Economics 
4 .094 Faculty 3 .711 Science and 
Humanities 
4 .133 Administrators 3 .810 Science and 
Humanities 
4, .067 Faculty 3, .344 Science and 
Humanities 
4, .067 Administrators 3. 391 Science and 
Humanities 
3. 431 Faculty 4, ,061 Science and 
Humanities 
3. ,431 Administrators 3. ,910 Science and 
Humanities 
3. 186 Faculty 3. 785 Science and 
Humanities 
3. 186 Administrators 3. 652 Science and 
Humanities 
Quality Placement Services Students 
Quality Placement Services Students 
Provision Placement Services Students 
Provision 
Provision 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Provision Housing and Food 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Importance Disciplinary Services Students 
Quality Health Services Students 
Quality Housing and Food 
Provisions Special Services 
Importance 
Importance 
Importance 
Importance 
Importance 
Disciplinary Service; 
Placement Services 
Placement Services 
Special Services 
Special Services 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
3 .278 Faculty 3 .981 Science and 
Humanities 
3 .278 Administrators 3 .877 Science and 
Humanities 
1 .344 Faculty 1 .206 Science and 
Humanities 
1 .288 Faculty 1 .147 Science and 
Humanities 
1 .288 Administrators 1.035 Science and 
Humanities 
1 .349 Administrators 1 .225 Science and 
Humanities 
2 .958 Administrators 3 .750 Veterinary 
Medicine 
3 .436 Faculty 3 .983 Veterinarv 
Medicine ' 
3, .334 Administrators 3, .991 Veterinary 
Medicine 
1, .228 Faculty 1. ,345 Veterinary 
Medicine 
3. 300 Administrators 3. ,501 All 
4. ,196 Faculty 3. ,986 All 
4. ,196 Admini s t ra tor s 3. ,961 All 
3. ,976 Faculty 3. ,604 All 
3. ,976 Administrators 3. 530 All 
Table 63 (Continued) 
Area 
Importance 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Quality 
Scale 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Counseling Services 
Counseling Services 
Health Services 
Housing and Food 
Housing and Food 
Student Activities 
Disciplinary Services 
Financial Aid Services 
Placement Services 
Placement Services 
Special Services 
Special Services 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Group 
Title 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Students 
Group B 
X Title X College 
3 .886 Administrators 4 .139 All 
3 .249 Administrators 3 .689 All 
3 .249 Faculty 3 .582 All 
3 ,423 Faculty 3 .659 All 
3 .346 Faculty 3 .800 All 
3 .346 Administrators 3 .823 All 
3 .820 Administrators 3 .987 All 
3 .204 Administrators 3 .530 All 
3 ,582 Faculty 3, .864 All 
3, .509 Faculty 3, 750 All 
3, ,509 Administrators 3. 759 All 
3. ,361 Administrators 3. 730 All 
3. 361 Faculty 3. ,653 All 
3. ,514 Faculty 3. 840 All 
3.514 Administrators 3.990 All 
Quality Admission and Records 
Quality Admission and Records 
Provision Counseling Services 
Provision Counseling Services 
Provision Housing and Food 
Provision Special Services 
Provision Special Services 
Provision Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Provision Minority and Inter­
national Student 
Services 
Students 
Students 
Administrators 
Administrators 
Students 
Administrators 
Administrators 
Students 
Students 
Provision Health Services Students 
3 .537 Administrators 3 .915 All 
3 .537 Faculty 3 .900 All 
1 .230 Faculty 1 .312 All 
1 .230 Students 1 .349 All 
1 .293 Administrators 1 .232 All 
1 .174 Students 1 .222 All 
1 .174 Faculty 1 .224 All 
1 .261 Administrators 1 .054 All 
1 .261 Faculty 1 .110 All 
1 .251 Administrators 1 .296 All 
